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ELIMINATING BARRIERS TO THE 
USE OF RECYCLED WATER" 
Assembly Local Government Committee 
Chairman Richard Rainey 
November 14, 1995, 9-1 p.m. 
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FINAL AGENDA 
I. 9:00-10:20-- Overview of Water Recycling: The Recycling Process and the 
Potential Benefits of Increased Use 
A. How is Water Recycled? 
Virginia Grebbien, West Basin/Central Basin (Southern California) 
John Coleman, East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) 
B. Current Examples 
West Basin/Central Basin 
Northern CA WateReuse: 7 Minute Slide Show 
Mary Grace Pawson, Winzler & Kelly 
C. Potential Benefits-- Panel Format (testimony limited to 3-5 minutes) 
Panelists: 
Virginia Grebbien, West Basin/Central Basin 
Pete MacLaggan, WateReuse 
Carlos Madrid, Department of Water Resources (DWR) 
Michele Pia, City of San Francisco, Department of Public Works 
Mary Grace Pawson, Winzler & Kelly 
Skip Schmidt, CA Building Industry Association (CBIA) 
Sarah West, Green Industry Council 
10:20- 10:35- BREAK 
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II. 10:35-12:00-- Legislative and Regulatory History of Water Recycling; 
Political and Regulatory Barriers to Water Recycling 
A. History 
John Gaston, P.E., CH2M Hill 
B. Current Barriers-- Panel Format (testimony limited to 3-5 minutes) 
Panelists: 
Chris Howe, USA Products Co. 
Lois Humphreys, The Recycling Group 
Rami Kahlon, P.U.C. 
Randy Kanouse, EBMUD 
Carlos Madrid, DWR 
Bob Reeb, ACWA 
Sanitary Agencies (Jim Stahl, 
CSDLAC; Bobbi Larson, CASA) 
12:00- 12:10- BREAK 
Harry Schueller, State Water 
Resources Control Board 
Mr. Sheehan, CA Landscape 
Contractors Association 
Dave Spath, Drinking Water 
Program of Department of 
Health Services 
Michael Whitehead, CA Water 
Association 
III. 12:10-12:50-- What Should be Done Legislatively? (AB 125) 
DWR 
Green Industry Council 
CASA 
ACWA 
CWA 
Contra Costa Water District, Karen Arntzen 
IV. 12:50-1:00 Questions/Comments 
Interested Parties: 
Western States Petroleum Association 
CA Farm Bureau Federation 
CA Sod Producers Association 
Los Angeles/CA Chamber of Commerce Page2 
SUMMARY REPORT 
An interim hearing of the Assembly Committee on Local Government was held on 
November 14, 1995, in Room 4202 of the State Capitol. The hearing, convened at the request of 
Chairman Rainey, explored the issue of recycled water, barriers to more widespread use of the 
resource and potential legislation to eliminate these barriers. The forum also provided an 
opportunity for parties on all sides of the issue to voice concerns and offer input on this 
important issue. 
The interim hearing was chaired by Assemblyman Rainey. Also in attendance were Senator 
Ruben Ayala, and Assemblymembers Sweeney, Burton, Cannella, Hannigan, McDonald, 
Willard Murray, and Napolitano. 
Public testimony was also provided by the following individuals (those who submitted written 
testimony and other supplemental material are identified by an asterisk following their name.) 
Speaker 
Virginia Grebbien * 
John Coleman 
Mary Grace Pawson, P .E. 
Richard Atwater * 
Carlos Madrid 
Michele W. Pia 
Richard J. Lyon 
Sarah West 
John M. Gaston, P.E. * 
Chris Howe* 
Lois Humphreys * 
RamiKahlon* 
Robert J. Reeb * 
James F. Stahl* 
Roberta Larson * 
Harry Schueller * 
Jeffrey Sheehan * 
David Spath * 
Jimi Yoloye 
Michael Whitehead * 
Karen Arntzen * 
Meg Catzen 
Or~:anization or A~:ency 
Central Basin Municipal Water District 
East Bay Municipal Water District 
Winzler & Kelly Public Affairs 
Central Basin Municipal Water District 
Department of Water Resources 
San Francisco Dept. of Public Works 
California Building Industry Association 
Green Industry Council 
Water Quality & Regulations, CH2M Hill 
Chevron, U.S.A. 
The Recycling Group 
Public Utilities Commission 
Association of California Water Agencies 
County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles 
California Association of Sanitation Agencies 
State Water Resources Control Board 
California Landscape Contractors Association 
Department of Health Services 
East Bay Municipal Water District 
San Gabriel Valley Water Company 
Contra Costa Water District 
California Water Association 
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ISSUES PRESENTED IN TESTIMONY 
INTRODUCTION 
Witnesses presented the committee with detailed information on the recycling process, as well as 
current and potential uses of recycled water. Wastewater agencies and water quality experts 
discussed the fact that recycled water is often as pure as many supplies of fresh water. In many 
regions, recycled water can be more cost effective than newly developed fresh water. 
The Legislature has set statewide goals for water recycling of 1,000,000 acre feet per year by the 
year 2010. However, progress towards this goal has been limited. Currently, California 
recycles less than 10 percent of available wastewater. This is in spite of the fact that demand for 
recycled water far exceeds the available supply. 
All participants expressed strong support for increased water recycling, but a number of barriers 
to expanded use of recycled water were identified by panelists. Most discussion centered around 
certain key issues: 
*Cost 
* Excessive, cumbersome regulations 
* Institutional, bureaucratic infighting 
* Legal conflict 
* Public perception problems 
*Lack of"open" markets 
Panelists also offered a number of proposed legislative and administrative actions designed to 
address these barriers. Some or all of these proposals may be incorporated into Chairman 
Rainey's AB 125, or other legislation, during the 1996 legislative session. Finally, sponsors, 
supporters and other parties concerned with the issue, agreed to establish a task force and 
continue to develop some of the proposals into language which might be incorporated into 
legislation in 1996. This task force is tentatively set to begin work in early 1996. 
BARRIERS TO EXPANDED WATER RECYCLING 
Panelists devoted extensive discussion to aspects of current law, regulation and practice which 
has impeded the full utilization of recycled water . 
. ~ 
Virginia Grebbien cited the cost of developing and constructing new recycled water systems as 
the leading barrier to increased water recycling. Recycled water must be collected, stored and 
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distributed through a separate water system. · This new water infrastructure requires extensive 
capital investment, and the sources of available funding (general obligation and revenue bonds, 
special federal and state loan funds) is in short supply. Voters have been increasingly reluctant 
to approve general obligation bonds for any purpose in recent years. Revenue bonds are an 
option, but they have the effect of driving up the ultimate cost of a project. 
The application process for state loan and grant funds through the State Water Resources Control 
Board (SWRCB) is both overly complex and time consuming. Some participants cited an 
apparent reluctance on the part of SWRCB to fund projects in Northern California. Finally, 
matching-grant funding from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has been 
substantially reduced in recent years, and may not survive the latest round of budget cuts. 
Cost~ and the lack of available funding sources, were cited as the leading barriers to increased 
water recycling by a majority of panelists. 
• Excessive. cumbersome regulations 
Richard Atwater cited a variety of cumbersome regulations which govern the citing, approval 
and operation of recycled water projects. In particular, the SWRCB permit process and water 
testing standards specified in Title XXII of the California Code of Regulations which governs 
water recycling programs, (especially in the area of groundwell recharge projects) are considered 
overly burdensome and confusing. Delays in permit application and approval have added 
significant delays to the completion of new recycled water projects. In addition, state and federal 
regulations and permit processes often over-lap unnecessarily. 
• Institutional. bureaucratic infighting 
Several participants, including Virginia Grebbien, cited a lack of cooperation between agencies 
at the local level, such as wastewater and fresh water agencies, as an important factor. There is 
also substantial conflict between public and private agencies. Most of this conflict revolves 
around prices charged by wastewater agencies for recycled water which is sold to fresh water 
agencies. In some cases, fresh water agencies have been charged substantially more for 
wholesale recycled water than commercial entities which purchase the product directly from 
wastewater agencies. 
There has been a long-standing internal conflict between fresh water and wastewater agencies. 
Fresh water purveyors have long held the attitude that recycled water is, essentially, "sewage" 
and were hesitant to have much involvement with the resource. 
Finally, participants identified a lack of coordination between federal, state and local agencies 
which regulate the distribution and use of water as a factor which has delayed greater utilization 
of recycled water. 
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- Service Duplication Act (SDA) 
James Stahl and other participants focused on the Service Duplication Act as a critical legal 
impediment to expanded water recycling efforts. This act was passed to ensure that 
privately-owned water utilities would not face competition from a public agency that provides 
water. The act is designed to protect the investment that privately-owned utilities have made in 
capital for water systems. The act also provides a measure of protection for water customers 
whose rates are based, at least in part, on infrastructure and other related costs of service. Many 
participants asserted that the Act often serves as a substantial deterrent to the development of 
water recycling projects. 
Representatives from privately-owned water companies, including Michael Whitehead, argued 
that the Service Duplication Act is nothing more than a means for arriving at an equitable remedy 
in case of a "taking," and as a way to prevent outside providers from "cherrypicking" major 
customers from water districts. 
At the very least, there seemed to be general agreement on two points: 
1) Water districts have a right to fair compensation where water recycling efforts result in a 
water district's infrastructure being "stranded," and thereby result in substantial losses for the 
district 
2) The Service Duplication Act does create significant delays for water recycling projects when it 
results in litigation. It may also serve to deter some entities from moving ahead with water 
recycling projects, though it is difficult to quantify this deterrent effect. 
- Abuses of CEQA process 
John Gaston voiced concern over recent abuses of the California Environmental Quality Act, and 
the delays such abuses create for water recycling projects. According to Mr. Gaston, certain 
industrial interests are using the CEQA process to block development of a variety of water 
recycling projects in Southern California. CEQA allows outside parties to delay any new 
construction project, via appeals and other court disputes, almost indefinitely. 
• Ne.:ative public opinion 
Public opinion is frequently a barrier to water recycling projects. According to testimony from 
( 
Lois Humphreys, extensive public outreach and education programs are often necessary well in 
advance of any water recycling project in order to build solid community support. Public 
concerns often center on four key issues: 
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- Perceived health risks from recycled water 
Though these risks are extremely limited (those with compromised or underdeveloped immune 
systems should avoid contact with some recycled water) and can be largely mitigated via 
treatment, the notion that this water has been derived from "sewage" must still be overcome. 
-Concerns that a 'new' supply of water will lead to increased growth 
In point of fact, 'new' water supplies will only help to reduce increased pressure for severe water 
supply cuts in the event of drought. Nevertheless, many still view utilization of this resource as 
"growth inducing." 
- Concerns that recycled water programs will mean higher taxes, increased water rates, 
or will be too costly to be practical 
While new infrastructure for recycled water will most certainly be costly, it is often far less 
costly than developing new sources of fresh water (via rivers, dams, reservoirs, canals, etc.). 
Further, without some new sources of water, the California economy faces bleak prospects in the 
event of another drought. Some water agencies predict supply reductions of 35 percent for urban 
communities during an extended drought. The net effect could mean the loss of millions of jobs 
in California. 
Unfortunately, in the absence of a major educational effort, public support for general obligation 
and other bond financing for such projects is likely to be limited until there is another water crisis 
in the state. 
-Concerns over "torn up streets" and construction headaches 
This is a valid concern, especially in areas which are in the direct path of new recycled water 
conveyance systems. Only sound planning and an effective advance public information program 
can help to alleviate these concerns. 
Strong public support is essential for the timely construction and implementation of water 
recycling projects. Without such support, projects are likely to face extensive conflict, 
litigation and delay. While some communities are solidly supportive of water recycling projects 
(i.e., Santa Clara, Los Angeles West and Central Basin) much of this support is dependent upon 
localized water supply shortages. In the absence of a strong public education effort, more 
universal support may not materialize unless or until California is in the midst of a severe 
drought. 
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• Lack of "open" markets 
A great deal of discussion among panelists and committee members centered on the monopolistic 
nature of water utilities in California. 
According to Assemblyman Cannella, California law treats water agencies and companies as 
legal monopolies, and shields them from competition via the Service Duplication Act. This 
protection has provided fresh water purveyors with a strangle hold on water markets, and has 
prevented the full development of alternative sources, such as recycled water. In his view, many 
of the barriers to full development of recycled water in California stems from this. Open markets 
and competition would stimulate extensive private investment, thus reducing one of the major 
barriers to recycling projects. 
These views were largely supported by James Stahl and others, who urged the Legislature to 
consider ways to create a "free market" for recycled water. 
POTENTIAL SOLUTIONS PROPOSED 
While many of the barriers cited by panelists during the hearing do not lend themselves to 
legislative action, a few certainly merit consideration. Specifically: 
• Re~:ulatory streamlinin& 
While this element is largely a matter for the State Water Resources Control Board, Bob Reeb 
and others urged the Legislature to do what it could to expedite revision of CCR Title XXII. 
Finally it was suggested that the Legislature review the various federal, state and local permit 
processes related to water recycling projects. These processes could be dramatically simplified 
and streamlined to reduce delays. 
• Limit. eliminate le~:al barriers 
A number of participants urged the committee to re-evaluate the Service Duplication Act as it 
relates to recycled water. 
Some participants argued for the wholesale elimination of the SDA, the creation of "wheeling" 
systems for water distribution and setting of water rates, as well as the creation of truly "open 
markets" for water. Others, however, advocated placing limitations on the Act as it relates to 
recycled water. Most agreed that fresh water purveyors are entitled to fair compensation for 
actual losses stemming from recycled water "competition" within their service areas. Finally, 
some participants suggested that the Legislature explore revision of the California Environmental 
Quality Act, as it relates to water recycling projects, to prevent future abuses and delays. 
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• Eliminate barriers to inter-aa:ency cooperation and coordination 
A number of panelists focused on barriers created as a result of inter-agency conflict. It is true 
that no single piece of legislation is capable of creating trust and cooperation among the various 
agencies involved in water recycling projects. However, the Legislature can review programs, 
efforts and responses of various state agencies involved in the approval and regulation of 
recycling projects and mandate changes where appropriate. 
• Create process which fosters mediation and cooperation. rather than conflict 
A majority of participants supported the concept of a mandatory mediation and arbitration 
process which could be used as an alternative to litigation under the Service Duplication Act. 
Such a process could work out disputes between wastewater agencies and fresh water purveyors, 
arrive at an agreed upon scheme for compensation, and resolve other related disputes stemming 
from recycling projects. It would enable agencies to resolve potential disputes in much less time, 
and at a much lower cost than litigation. 
• De-rea:ulate water markets in California 
Some panelists focused on full-scale deregulation of water markets as the key to increased water 
recycling in California. They pointed to the deregulation of natural gas, electric and 
telecommunications utilities as examples of successful deregulatory efforts. 
While such efforts work well in theory, implementation can be time consuming, complex and, 
often times, troublesome. However, this option should be fully explored as a potential long-term 
solution to California's water supply problem, especially as it relates to water recycling efforts. 
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Toward a Drought-Proof California: Eliminating Barriers to the 
Use of Recycled Water 
Background Report* 
November 14, 1995 
Introduction: 
Brad Taylor 
COMMITTEE SECRETARY 
Dixie Petty 
STATE CAPITOL 
P.O. BOX 942849 
SACRAMENTO, CA 94249.0001 
PHONE (9161445-6034 
Recycled water is an extremely valuable resource which could provide industry, 
agriculture, government and even residential consumers with an almost drought-proof 
supply of water that would greatly reduce California's dependence on fresh water. On 
this premise, over the last two decades, the Legislature enacted many laws aimed at 
increasing water recycling. The goal of section 13577 of the Water Quality Act of 
1991, for example, is to recycle 700,000 acre-feet of water by the year 2000, and 
1,000,000 acre-feet by the year 2010. 
Unfortunately, although some water recycling programs have been successful, 
particularly in some areas of Southern California, statewide recycling and reuse is 
falling far short of that goal.1 Despite strong demand for recycled water, many 
barriers--legal, political, and economic--preclude the widespread distribution and use of 
recycled water. Elimination or reduction of some the legal and political barriers is key 
to achieving widespread distribution and use of recycled water. 
The point of this hearing is to discuss, and seek legislative solutions to, 
legal and political barriers to the widespread distribution and use of recycled 
water. 
The Critical Need for Recycled Water: 
Most experts agree that widespread use of recycled water is critical to meeting future 
increases in water demand by industry, agriculture, municipalities, recreational 
facilities, residential consumers and riparian habitats. Some experts estimate that 
increased use of recycled water could reduce demand for "fresh" potable water by .at 
1 Current Reclamation in Region Four, Integration and Advocacy--
Fostering Practical Reuse. Symposium X, 1995 (available from WateReuse 
Association of California) . 
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least 35%.2 Reduced demand could avert major water supply cutbacks and economic 
losses in the event of drought 
Definition of Recycled and "Reused" Water: 
Generally, "recycled" water is that which has been recovered from treated 
wastewater or sewage. "Reused" water is recycled water that is used a second or 
third time as a substitute for fresh water. Water stored through the process of aquifer 
or groundwell "recharge" is not considered "reused" until it is drawn and then reused. 
Current Uses of Recycled Water: 
Recycled water is currently reused in a number of applications, including, for example: 
landscape irrigation; green industry production irrigation; industrial cooling; dedicated 
supplies for fire hydrants and toilets; environmental applications (e.g., restoring 
sensitive habitat and resource conservation), and in some areas, residential irrigation. 
Some of the more controversial applications include agricultural irrigation and the re-
charging of aquifers and groundwells. 
How Water is Recycled: 
Recycled water is wastewater or sewage which has been collected, treated through a 
secondary or tertiary process, and distributed for reuse by a water or sanitation agency 
or private water company. The treatment process involves mechanical filtration and 
chemical treatment, and is generally cleaner than most supplies which are used for 
drinking water. 
Who Delivers Recycled Water: 
Recycled water is typically delivered through pipelines owned by public or private 
water entities upon agreement with sanitation agencies that recycle the water. 
2 This conservative figure is supported by the findings of J. Kenneth 
Caresio, Managing Director, Chilton & O'Connor, Inc. Public Finance, "[t]he 
goal set by [West Basin Municipal Water District and Central Basin Municipal 
Water District] to achieve a 50\·reduction of imported water by the year 2000 
is something many smaller districts could possibly emulate in the future 
through a coordinated, planned process" (emphasis added). Funding Challenges-
"The Buck STABTS Here". Integration and Adyocacy--Fostering Practical Reuse. 
Symposium X, 1995 (available from WateReuse Association of California). 
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Barriers to the Delivery of Recycled Water: 
This hearing focuses on the legal and political barriers to the delivery of recycled 
water. Geographic concerns aside, other barriers to the widespread delivery and use 
of recycled water include resistance to change, the need for market incentives, lack of 
public acceptance and a Jack of available financing. 
>Legal Barriers: 
Legal and political barriers to the widespread delivery and use of recycled water center 
around disputes over duplication of service. 
Duplication of Service: 
Duplication of service is said to occur, for example, when a sanitation district 
delivers recycled water within a water agency's service territory. 
Duplication of Service Disputes: 
Disputes arise out of the Service Duplication Ace (hereinafter, the "Act"), 
which disallows duplication of the same type of service without 
compensation. Duplication is defined by the Act as a taking of property 
which must be compensated by agreement or damages set by a court. 
Duplication of Service May Lead to Economic Loss: 
Some water entities fear losing customers to sanitation districts, sanitary 
agencies or other recycling entities because of possible losses of 
investment in infrastructure, also known as "stranded" costs (e.g., the 
costs of pipeline construction) and lower profits. The Act is also 
designed to protect ratepayers from absorbing economic loss. Lost 
customers may even result in bond payment defaults. 
>Other Barriers: 
Water and Sanitation Entities Resist Change: 
Both water and sanitation entities resist change because of threats to: 
the traditional roles of water and sewer entities (e.g., delivering drinking 
water or treating sewage), the loss of control associated with cooperation 
3 See generally, CAL. PUB. UTIL. CODE § 1501 et seq. (West 1995). 
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or compromise, safety (i.e., sanitary districts must ensure the purity of 
potable water), or their economic security (e.g. lost jobs). 
Uncertainty Oyer the Market: 
Uncertainty over market conditions and incentives prevent water and sanitation 
entities from producing, storing and delivering recycled water. 
Public Acceptance Obstacles 
The public may resist delivery and consumption of potable recycled water 
because of a false perception that it is "unclean" compared to fresh watec 
Limits on Available Financing: 
Financing public water storage and delivery systems is expensive and difficult. 
Legislative History and Framework: 
The Legislature has demonstrated an on-going commitment to recycled water. In 
1911, largely in response to concerns over wasteful, monopolistic abuse of water 
rights, the Legislature created the Conservation Commission of the State of California, 
whose mission was to improve the allocation of natural resources generally.4 In 1928, 
the people approved Article X, Section 2 of the California Constitution (amended 
1976), which states in pertinent part: 
It is hereby declared that because of the conditions prevailing in this 
State the general welfare requires that the water resources of the State 
be put to beneficial use to the fullest extent of which they are capable, 
and that the waste or unreasonable use or unreasonable method of use 
of water be prevented, and that the conservation of such waters is to be 
exercised with a view to the reasonable and beneficial use thereof .... 
This section shall be self-executing, and the Legislature may also enact 
laws in the furtherance of the policy in this section contained. 
In 1969, the Legislature passed the Water Reclamation Law with the intent of 
encouraging development of water reclamation facilities to help meet the growing 
demand for water. In 1977, the Legislature declared the use of potable domestic 
water for nonpotable uses, including golf courses, parks, highway landscapes, and 
industrial and irrigation uses, to be a waste or unreasonable use of water within the 
meaning of Section 2 of Article X. As a follow-up in 1994, the use of potable domestic 
4 See W.R. Attwater and J. Markle, OVerview of California Water Rights 
and Water Quality Law, 19 PAC. L.J., 957-1030 (1988). 
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water for the irrigation of residential landscaping, floor trap priming, cooling towers and 
air-conditioning devices was declared to be a waste or unreasonable use of water 
within the meaning of Section 2, Article X.5 Similarly, water suppliers may sell 
reclaimed water for any beneficial use, including municipal, irrigation, domestic or 
indus trial. 6 
The Water Recycling Act of 1991 made specific findings regarding the need for 
distribution and use of recycled water.7 The findings included recognition of ongoing 
drought conditions; decreasing water supplies; the need to protect economic 
investments; environmental benefits to maintain water quality and enhance recreation, 
fisheries and wetlands; and the need to encourage agreements between recycled 
water producers and retail water suppliers.8 An important part of the legislation allows 
for recycled water producers and retail water suppliers to apply to each other for the 
provision of recycled water to potential customers.9 A failure to agree on terms for the 
provision of recycled water may result in mediation.10 
To promote water recycling, various bond laws have been established to encourage 
financing of water conservation and recycling projects.11 Additionally, water recycling 
is part of the statutory planning guidelines of the "Urban Water Management Planning 
Act," which requires recycling plans of all urban water suppliers.12 Relatedly, the 
Governor recently signed S.B. 901 (Costa), which requires local agencies and water 
suppliers to consider water availability as part of the CEQA process. 
1995 Legislative Highlights: An overview of recent legislation shows California's 
clear commitment to water recycling. In 1995, the following bills were signed by the 
Governor: SB 179 (Kelley) encourages the University of California to establish a 
"prescribed water reuse program to enhance the implementation of water reuse and 
s See generally, CAL. WATER CODE § 13550 et seq. (West 1995). 
6 Id. at § 13556. 
7 See generally, CAL. WATER CODE § 13575 et seq. (West 1995). 
8 See id. at § 13576. 
9 Id. at § 13580. 
10 Id. at § 13581. 
11 See generally, CAL. WATER CODE § 13955 et seq. ("Clean Water and Water 
Conservation Bond Law of 1978") (West 1995); CAL. WATER CODE§ 13985 et seq. 
(•clean Water Bond Law of 1974") (West 1995); CAL. WATER CODE§ 13999 et seq. 
(•Clean Water Bond Law of 1984") (West 1995); and, CAL. WATER CODE§ 14050 et 
seq. ("Clean Water and Water Reclamation Bond Law of 1988•) (West 1995). 
12 See generally, CAL. WATER CODE § 10633 et seq. (West 1995). 
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water recycling;" SB 128 (Kelley) allows local matching funds for federal funding of 
water recycling development; AB 313 (MacDonald) allows the use of gray water in 
commercial buildings; and, SB 172 (Beverly) allows the use of recycled water in 
residential toilets. 
AB 125 (Chairman Rainey): 
To further the Legislature's commitment to water recycling, and to effect statutory 
intent through cooperation between water entities and sanitation districts, Chairman 
Rainey introduced AB 125, which authorizes sanitation districts to sell or dispose of 
nonpotable water within the service areas of cities, water districts or other local 
agencies. This bill is currently pending in the Senate Agriculture and Water 
Resources Committee. 
*Drafted by Brad Taylor, Associate Consultant, Assembly Local Government 
Committee, and Peter Gambee, Legislative Aide to Chairman Richard Rainey 
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POTENTIAL BENEFITS 
Good Morning Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, thank you for 
providing me an opportunity to testify today on water recycling. I am speaking 
on behalf of the WateReuse Association of California this morning. I am both 
the First Vice President of WateReuse and Chair of their Legislative Committee. 
ihe mission of WateReuse is very simple; to increase the amount of water reclamation 
and recycling in California. WateReuse is attempting to accomplish this goal through 
a variety of mechanisms, the most important being to work for the adoption of 
legislation and regulations which allow the safe use of recycled water and to promote 
legislation which would increase the funding available for water recycling projects. 
In 1993, WateReuse performed a survey which looked at how much water recycling 
was taking place now and projected into the future, and what were the issues 
affecting water recycling. Survey respondents ranked local and statewide economic 
problems as the greatest impediments to implementing water recycling projects. 
Water shortages and droughts were ranked as the factors most influential in 
motivating development of water recycling projects. The overwhelming thrust of the 
survey findings was that water recycling continues to be highly successful in 
California in spite of the impediments -- real or imagined. 
WateReuse has actively supported and initiated legislation to reduce barriers to water 
recycling. Legislation has focused on regulations and public health, financing, and 
administrative policies. 
Specifically, in the last four years WateReuse has either sponsored or worked on 
legislation dealing with: 
Bond issuances to provide low interest loans for recycled water projects; 
Allowing recycled water to be used in residential dual plumbing systems; 
Establishing a WateReuse Institute at the University of California; 
Developing formal requirements for graywater systems; 
Expanding the use of recycled water to various industrial applications; 
Expanding the use of recycled water for toilet flushing in non-residential 
buildings; 
Expanding and defining the use of recycled water for various irrigation 
purposes; 
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domestic wastewater which has generally been purified in a three-step treatment 
process. I will discuss these treatment steps in a very simplistic broad manner with 
· the understanding they are generalizations and treatment processes will vary and be 
tailored to each unique situation. 
Step One - Settling - This is usually called primary treatment. The 
domestic wastewater is placed into tanks and the solids in the 
wastewater are allowed to sink to the bottom of the tank where they are 
collected (this is called sludge). Some material will float to the top and 
this material is skimmed off the surface and disposed of. 
Step Two - Clarification - This is usually called secondary treatment. 
The primary treated sewage is processed again generally with a biological 
process. Bacteria in the primary sewage is fed oxygen and the bacteria 
consumes the organic matter in the sewage. This treatment process 
removes solids not taken out in primary treatment. 
Step Three - Filtration - This is usually called tertiary treatment. This 
treatment step involves the addition of polymers to secondary effluent. 
Polymers are chemicals which cause the remaining small solid particles 
to adhere together thereby becoming larger. The water is then filtered 
generally through a single layer of sand media. Because the solid 
particles have been artificially increased in size with the addition of the 
polymer they are unable to penetrate the sand and are removed from the 
wastewater. 
Step Four - Disinfection - This is the final step. Chlorine is added to the 
tertiary treated wastewater which kills any remaining organic material. 
At this point the wastewater is considered recycled and it is acceptable 
and safe for a number of different uses. 
After these four treatment steps, domestic wastewater is purified into recycled water. 
Recycled water which has undergone a disinfected tertiary treatment regime will most 
of the time meet drinking water standards and as the attachment shows can be safely 
used for a number of purposes from irrigation of food crops to dust control on 
construction sites. 
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The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Region 9; the California Water Resources Control Board; 
the California Department of Water Resources; the California Department of Health Services; the California 
Conference of Directors of Environmental Health; the United States Bureau of Reclamation; and the WateReuse 
Association of California adopt the followins joint statement of support for water reclamation: 
Whereas, water reclamation is defined as the beneficial use of treated wastewater for such planned uses as irrigation, 
industrial cooling. recreation, groundwater recharge, environmental enhancement. and other uses permitted under 
California law; and 
Whereas, the Governor of California has made water reclamation an important element of California's water supply 
policy; and 
Whereas, the Calirornia State legislature has adopted statewide goals for water reclamation providing 700,000 acre-
feet by the year 2000; 1,000,000 acre-feet by the year 201 0 so as to help the state meet its future water needs; and 
Whereas, the Department of Water Resources estimates that California will need to increase its water supply by 
3,000,000 to S,OOO,OOO acre-feet by 2020, which includes an assumption that 1,300,000 acre-feet of conservation 
will be achieved by then; and 
Whereas, the Bureau of Reclamation is currently engaged in several water conservation and reuse projects and plans 
to help promote water saving throughout California and the West. 
Whereas, the amount of water reclaimed in California has increased from 165,000 acre-feet per year in 1977 to over 
380,000 acre-feet in 1993; and 
Whereas, the WateReuse Association of California's 1993 survey reported that water reuse will continue to increase 
from 380,000 acre-feet per year in 1993 to a projected 1,000,000 acre-feet in 2000 and to a projected 1,300,000 
acre-feet by 2010, and that the major constraints to achieving these levels of reuse appear to be funding, institutional 
and regulatory disincentives, the permitting process, and public acceptance; and 
Whereas, California's extensive experience with water reclamation provides reasonable assurance that the potential 
public health risks associated with water reclamation in California are minimal, provided all regulations pertaining to 
water quality, monitoring, reporting. and reliability are adhered to; and 
Whereas, California law and regulations are fully protective of human health and require a speciftc level of water 
quality and treatment corresponding to each beneficial use of reclaimed water; and 
Whereas, this set of laws and regulations also provides general requirements and provisions which reclaimed water 
purveyors and users must comply, including monitoring and reliability requirements to further assure that use of 
reclaimed water is safe: and 
Whereas, Congress established pollution prevention as a •national objective• in the Pollution Prevention Act of 1990 
and EPA has adopted pollution prevention as the new environmental ethic, and EPA's definition of pollution preven-
tion, pursuant to the Act, includes increased efficiency in the use of water. 
Now, therefore, be it resolved on this first day of June 1994, the undersigned agencies support the pursuit and develop-
ment of federal, state, and local water reclamation policies and regulations that will reduce constraints and promote 
water reclamation. Specifically, the agencies will work to overcome and reduce institutional and regulatory disincen-
tives and funding constraints, and to promote public acceptance or water reclamation. The agencies will cooperate to 
develop specific policies and resource commitments that will enable the State of California to meet the Legislature's 
water reclamation goals and to help satisfy the State's overall water needs. 
,_ o.l ~-.-MombotlfOtk- Choir 
Colilamio w--e-a~-
M.ICelly,P- II 
-iooioneiCa-
Suitable Uses* of Reclaimed Water 
Preparecl by.WateReuse Association of california, ~ng Ute latest 
' ·.~;:'x;<t.;< · a~ verSion elf propoSed Trtle-22 revisions;. . .. . . Treatment Level 
Use of Recycled Water 
Irrigation of: 
Food crops where reclaimed ,.ater contaCtS the edible ponion of the crop, including all i 
~crops II 
Parks and playgrounds 11 
School yards il 
Residential landscaping 
Unrestricted access golf courses 
Any other irrigation uses not prohibited by other pi'O\isions of the California Code of 
Regulations 
Food crops where edible ponion is produced abo\-e ground and not c:ontac:ted by 
reclaimed water 
Cemeteries 
Freeway landscaping 
Restricted access golf courses 
Ornamental nursery stock and sod farms 
Pasture for milk animals 
Any nonedible vegetation .,.;th access control to pm-ent use as if it were a park. 
playground or school yard 
Orchards ,.;th no contact between edible portion and reclaimed water 
Vineyards with no contact between edible ponton and reclaimed water 
Non food-bearing treeS. including Christmas trees not irrigated <14 da}'S before bat\'est 'i 
Fodder crops (e.g. alfalfa) and fiber crops (e.g. cotton) ! 
Seed crops not eaten by humans 
Food crops that must undergo commercial pathogen-destroying processing before 
consumP!ion bv humans (e.g .. sugar beets\ 
Supply for impoundment: 
Nonrestricted recreational impoundments, .,.;th supplemental monitoring for pathogenic :! 
organiSms i 
Restricted recreational impoundments and fish hatcheries 
Landscape impoundments ,.ithout deeorati•-e fountains 
Supply for cooling or air conditionillg: 
Industrial or commercial cooling or air conditioning ,.;th cooling tD"-er. C\1lporative 
f:ondenser, or spraying that creates a mist 
Industrial or commercial cooling or air c:ondiuoning without cooling tO'Il'ef. e>·aporath-e 
Fondenser. or spraying that creates a mist 
Other uses: 
'i 
' 
.' 
Oisinfc:cted 
Teniary 
Reclaimed Water 
Allowed 
Allowed 
Allowed 
Allowed 
Allowed 
Allowed 
Allowed 
Allowed 
Allowed 
Allowed 
Allowed 
Allowed 
Allowed 
Allowed 
Allowed 
Allowed 
Allowed 
Allowed 
Allowed 
Allowed** 
Allowed 
Allowed 
Allowed ... 
Allowed 
Secondary-2.2 Secondary-23 
Disinfec:tcd I Disinfetted 
Reclaimed Water Reclaimed Water 
Undisinfec:tcd 
Secondary 
Reclaimed Water 
Allowed 
Allowed Allowed 
Allowed Allowed 
Allowed Allowed 
Allowed Allowed 
Allowed Allowed ' Not alloWed .. 
Allowed Allowed Not allowed 
Allowed Allowed Allowed 
Allowed Allowed Allowed 
Allowed Allowed Allowed 
Allowed Allowed Allowed 
Allowed Allowed Allowed 
Allowed Allowed Allowed 
! 
... \z:·+. 
Not allowed ' Not allowed . <I Not allowed· •:, 
Allowed I Notalla....'ed !' ' Not allowed ' 
Allowed Allowed , .. ··•· Not allOwed .' 
Notalla....ed Notalkn>ed 
~l·.;. 
Not allowed 
Allowed Allowed Not allowed 
Groundwater Recharge ;!Allowed Gnder Special, Case-by-Case Permits through RWQCBs 
Flushing toilets and urinals I Allowed Not allowed ' Not allo"'ed ! NotaliD'Iled 
Priming drain traps Allowed Notalla....ed . Not aliO"'ed . +; Notalkn>ed 
Industrial process water that may contact workers ; ~ Allowed Notalkn>ed ; Not allowed ....• l Not aiiD"ed 
Structural fire fighting I Allowed Not aiiD"ed Not allowed ·y; Not allowed 
Oeeorath·e founmins Allowed Not allowed ! Not allowed . 'J' Not allowed 
Commercia! laundries : Allowed Not allowed : Not allD"ed .·.~all~'" 
Consolidation of bacldill material around potable water pipelines !I Allowed Not allowed I Not allowed ~r ·• · • Notat~<;;: 
'I Allowed Not allowed I Not allowed ; ;; '''Nofal~ i Artificial snow making for commercial outdoor uses 
:; Allowed Allowed Allowed Notill~ed •I Industrial boiler feed 
Nonstr.1C!Ut:ll fire lighting i Allowed ' Allowed Allowed ''} ~all~'' 
Backfill consolidation around nonpotable piping II Allowed i Allowed Allowed 'Notall~ed 
I Allowtd ' Allowed Allowed . Not alla....'ed I i Soil compaction 
Mi:<ing concrete !I Allowed ! Allol'l·ed Allowed Not alloWed ·· 
Allowed I Allowed Allowed 
'·,, 
: ·Not allow-ed Dust control on roads and streets 
I Allowed i Allolll·ed Allowed Not allowed ! Cl ~ ~idewalks and outdoor work areas 
I Allowed I I Flushinl! sanitary sewers Allowed Allowed ! Allowed 
Refer to the full text of the latest verston ofTttle·22: Caltfomta Water Reclarnauon Cntena. This chart ts a gwdc to the !'lO\'ember 22. 1994 vcrston. only. 
•• With "con\'c:ntional tertiary tn:atment" additional monitoring may be deemed unnecessary. 
••• Drift eliminators and/or biocides arc rcqutred if public or employees can be exposed to mist. 
--- -~-'-- ~ - . 
APPENDIXC 
WRITTEN TESTIMONY OF 
RICHARD W. ATWATER 
Page 23 

STATEMENT OF RICHARD W. ATWATER, GENERAL MANAGER 
WEST BASIN MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT 
AND 
CENTRAL BASIN MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT 
INTERIM HEARING 
TOWARD A DROUGHT-PROOF CALIFORNIA: ELIMINATING BARRIERS 
TO THE USE OF RECYCLED WATER 
BEFORE 
ASSEMBLY LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMITTEE 
NOVEMBER 14, 1995 
Page 24 

WEST BASIN MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT 
AND 
CENTRAL BASIN MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT 
WATER RECYCLING PROJECTS 
Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, thank you for providing me an 
opportunity to testify today on water recycling and its role in stretching our scarce 
freshwater supplies. 
WESTERN URBAN WATER SUPPLY NEEDS 
Throughout the western United States urban areas have significant water supply 
problems. The Western Urban Water Coalition (WUWC), made up of water utility 
managers from all the major cities in the Western States, has identified significant 
opportunities to improve the efficient use of scarce water supplies as the "preferred" 
strategy. I am a member of the Board of Directors of WUWC and Chair of the Water 
Conservation Committee. Water conservation and recycled water projects will be the 
key new water supplies for the metropolitan regions in the West. 
CALIFORNIA'S STATEWIDE WATER PLAN 
Governor Wilson's Administration has been a strong proponent of the development 
of water recycling. The Governor's water policy calls for the development of new 
water recycling projects to meet the rapidly growing urban population. The State 
Water Plan Update, adopted by the California Water Commission in October, 1994, 
identifies water recycling as the only significant new water supply in California and 
projects 1 million acre-feet of new recycling supplies over the next 20 years. In 
Southern California, the regional water resources plan, prepared by the Metropolitan 
Water District, increases its financing of recycled water projects to $250/AF to 
encourage a doubling of water recycling supplies during the next 1 0 years. 
FEDERAL ROLE: P.L. 102-575, TITLE XVI (Bureau of Reclamation Grants) 
The West Basin Municipal Water District (WBMWD) has been a recipient of Bureau 
of Reclamation grant funding for our water recycling project under Section 161 3 of 
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Title XVI, Los Angeles Area Water Reclamation and Reuse Project. This Section 
provides that the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to participate with WBMWD 
and the City of Los Angeles in the design and construction of water recycling facilities 
to produce 120,000 acre-feet of recycled water annually. The federal share shall not 
exceed 25 percent of the total construction costs (and no federal funds are to be 
provided for operation and maintenance). The West Basin Phase I, water recycling 
project construction has been completed and is operational. Approximately 15,000 
AFY is delivered to 80 customers. 
Section 1614 of Title XVI, San Gabriel Basin Demonstration Project, similarly 
authorizes the Secretary to participate with the Metropolitan Water District of 
Southern California (MWD), Main San Gabriel Water Quality Authority, Central Basin 
Municipal Water District (CBMWD), and the Upper San Gabriel Valley Municipal Water 
District in a comprehensive conjunctive use program. CBMWD is constructing the Rio 
Hondo In-lieu Recycling Project component of the San Gabriel Demonstration Project. 
The CBMWD water recycling project is operational with approximately 4,000 AFY 
delivered to 1 00 customers. 
The West Basin Municipal Water District and Central Basin Municipal Water District 
today have under construction the largest water recycling and wastewater reuse 
program in the United States. Total design and construction expenditures to date 
have exceeded $250 million (1991-1995), and during the next five years, the Districts 
expect construction expenditures to be an additional $1 00 million. Combined, these 
water recycling projects will develop approximately 120,000 AFY of nnew water 
supplies" for Southern California. 
WEST BASIN MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT and 
CENTRAL BASIN MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT 
The West Basin Municipal Water District and Central Basin Municipal Water District 
are located in the coastal plain of Los Angeles County. Both Districts are member 
agencies of the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California and receive two-
thirds of their annual supply from MWD's imported water delivery system. The 
Districts' other sources of supply are our local groundwater and recycled water. Both 
Districts were established by popular elections under the California Special Districts 
Act for Municipal Water Districts (WBMWD was organized in 1947 and CBMWD in 
1952). Over 40 cities are within the boundaries of the Districts, with an overall 
population of approximately 2.3 million. The Districts wholesale water to 
approximately 50 separa,te water utilities. 
The two Districts are governed by separately elected five-member Boards of 
Directors, but share the same modest administrative and engineering staff (30 full-
time employees). Most of the Districts' water management programs and water 
recycling projects are jointly administered to save costs. 
Page 26 
2 
WATER RECYCLING PROJECTS 
WBMWD and CBMWD currently have under design and construction the largest water 
recycling program in the United States. These water recycling projects, in 
combination with the Districts' water conservation, groundwater management and 
desali~ation proj!=!Cts will reduce their need for imported water from Northern 
California by over 120,000 acre-feet annually: These projects have multiple benefits 
to Southern California: 
• Provide a more dependable water supply and reduce the likelihood of 
water rationing; 
• Lower the cost of water to industry (e.g., refineries, aerospace firms, 
textile manufacturing) and thereby provide incentives to not relocate; 
• Environmental protection - reduce by 25 percent the wastewater 
discharged into Santa Monica Bay (an EPA designated National Estuary); 
• Create new jobs, both construction related and permanent, to operate 
and implement the Districts projects and programs; and ' 
• By reducing the use of imported water from Northern California 
(including the Mono Basin and the Sacramento Delta watersheds), the 
Districts will assist in the "statewide water solution" and significantly 
help in protecting the fish and wildlife resources in northern California. 
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FUTURE SUPPLIES TO MEET PROJECTED DEMANDS 
Historically, local groundwater supplemented by imported water from the Metropolitan 
Water District (MWD) has provided an ample supply. The future demands fro water 
must be met with a mix of supplies from a variety of sources. Recycled water and 
conservation represent the "water supply strategies of the future." On the basis of 
planned efforts to emphasize local supplies and to reduce reliance on imported 
sources, the proportions of the supply mix planned for the future is summarized in 
Figure 2. 
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The job of making recycled water available to oil refineries, fabric dyers, paper mills, 
cement mixers, and aerospace firms involves careful "customer service." 
This is essential in creating marketing strategy and sales materials for recycled water. 
Selling and delivering recycled water requires close cooperation with local ·purveyors 
to establish favorable recycled water rates, provide technical assistance, and 
construct the on-site plumbing retrofits to convert to a non-potable supply. 
For example, the Districts have contracted with Park Water Company and California 
Water Service Company not only to assist in marketing recycled water, but to be 
responsible for the operations and maintenance of the recycled water distribution 
system. Another example of creative public/private partnerships and innovative use 
of private sector services. 
INDUSTRIAL USES OF RECYCLED WATER 
The Districts have received international recognition for their widespread application 
of recycled water for industrial use. Already, in 1995 visitors from Australia, China, 
France, Japan, India, Mexico and Russia have toured the project facilities. 
• Oil Refineries 
The Districts in conjunction with the Greater Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce, 
MWD, and all the major oil companies have prepared a Technical Handbook on the 
use of recycled water in refineries. The Technical Handbook was prepared by a team 
of "national experts" based upon more than $1 million of pilot plant tests at the 
Chevron, Mobil, and ARCO refineries. Based upon this technical work, the Districts 
expect to sell 50,000 acre-feet annually to all the refineries in Los Angeles County. 
• Concrete Mixers 
The Districts' water quality specialist worked with the County Sanitation Districts of 
Los Angeles County to enable Robertson's Ready Mix, the largest concrete 
manufacturer in Southern California, to use recycled water. Given the positive 
experience Robertson's Ready Mix has had with recycled water, other cement mixers 
are in line to use recycled water. 
• Paper Products 
The Districts are also apply the use of recycled water with paper and paper product 
manufacturers. These include Container Corporation in the City of Vernon, as well 
as U.S. Gypsum in the City of South Gate. Recycled water will range from 20 to 30 
percent less than the cost of current potable water supplies. 
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• Fabric Dyers 
The recycled water market potential in the Los Angeles area fabric dyeing industry 
is 6,000 acre-feet per year. In an effort to reach potential customers in the fabric 
dyeing industry, the Districts are creating valuable partnerships with American textile 
manufacturing organizations. These partnerships help ·to communicate the benefits 
of recycled water to fabric dyers in the Los· Angles area. This has resulted in 
technical collaboration efforts and presentations to the American Association of 
Textile Colonists and Chemists, and individual firms. Using recycled water presents 
a cost-savings opportunity for the fabric dyeing industry, and assists the industry in 
becoming more environmentally sensitive by promoting the use of a recycled natural 
resource in their production process. 
IRRIGATIONAL USES OF RECYCLED WATER 
• Golf Courses 
The Districts are issuing technical bulletins to golf course superintendents on proper 
irrigation practices with recycled water. This has included cooperation with the 
United States Golf Association (USGA). Most recently, the Districts helped to 
distribute USGA 's published handbook on recycled water irrigation to Los Angeles 
County golf courses and hosted "how to" seminars. 
• landscape Irrigation 
Numerous school and park sites, Hughes Aircraft, Rockwell, Northrop Corporation, 
and Caltrans freeway landscaping among others, have already begun using recycled 
water for turf irrigation. 
LOS ANGELES AREA WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE PROJECT 
The Districts' water recycling projects have received widespread public support from 
environmental, community, and business groups. The water recycling projects are 
also an excellent example of local governmental cooperation. The City of Los 
Angeles, which owns and operates the Hyperion wastewater treatment plant (the 
largest plant on the West Coast), has contracted with West Basin for the supply of 
the wastewater in return for 25,000 acre-feet of the treated recycled water for use 
within the city boundaries. In addition, the CBMWD has contracts with the Los 
Angeles County Sanitation Districts for treated recycled water from two of its water 
reclamation plants to distribute over 20,000 acre-feet annually through 90 miles of 
pipeline distribution systems. MWD has agreed to be a financial partner in these 
projects by contributing $250/acre-foot for each acre-foot of recycled water produced 
and reused (a financial commitment of over $200 million). To ensure the financial 
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feasibility of these recycling projects, the Districts have imposed annual property 
owner water standby charges which provide approximately $1 3 million each year for 
the payment of the water revenue bond debt service until the recycled water sales 
· are sufficient to pay for annual operation and maintenance and bond debt service. 
The Administration has committed to $50 million of the total $200 million 
construction costs of the West Basin Water Recycling Program. The planned 
contribution is as follows: 
WRM'vVII'l ROR C::RANT~ 
FY 94 $ 75 million $ 5 million 
FY 95 $ 65 million $ 7 million 
FY 96 $ 20 million $ 8 million 
FY 97 $ 25 million $ 20 million 
FY 98 $ 15 million $ 10 million 
Total $ 200 million $50 million 
Grand Total $ 250 million 
Phase I of the West Basin Water Recycling Project began delivering water to 
customers in March 1995 (approximately 20,000 AF). Phase II is under design, and 
construction will be initiated in Spring 1996. Phase II construction will be completed 
in early 1997 and will increase the use to 30,000 AFY by distributing recycled water 
to all the major refineries in Los Angeles County. Additional expansions of the water 
reclamation plant would be constructed in phases meeting a projected demand of 
approximately 100,000 AF (Year 201 0). 
RIO HONDO IN-LIEU RECYCLING PROJECT 
The Central Basin Municipal Water District's Water Recycling Program is comprised 
of both the Century and Rio Hondo Recycled Water Projects. 
The Century Recycled Water ~roject was completed in 1993 and consists of 
approximately 35 miles of recycled water distribution pipeline, serving the cities of 
Downey, Bellflower, Paramount, Lakewood, Norwalk, Compton, South Gate, and 
Santa Fe Springs. Currently, recycled water from the Los Angeles County Sanitation 
District's 37.5 mgd (42,000 AFY) Los Coyotes Water Reclamation Plant is being 
delivered to over 80 sites, with a combined annual demand of 3,500 AFY. 
Ultimately, recycled water will be delivered to over 120 customer sites, with an 
annual demand of approximately 7,000 AFY. The total construction cost of this 
project was $24 million. 
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The Rio Hondo In-lieu Recycling Project is under construction. Currently, 
approximately $25 million has been expended on pipelines and a pumping station 
located in Pico Rivera, Whittier, Bell Gardens, and Santa Fe Springs. When 
construction is completed in 1998, the Rio Hondo In-lieu Recycling Project will consist 
of over 46 miles of distribution pipelines, three storage tanks, two pump stations, and 
will interconnect with the Century and West Basin water recycling distribution 
systems. Recycled water from the Sanitation District's 1 00 mgd San Jose Creek 
Water Reclamation Plant, located north of Whittier, will supply recycled water to the 
cities of Whittier,.Pico Rivera, Santa Fe Springs, Commerce, Montebello, La Mirada, 
Huntington Park, Bell, Bell Gardens, Maywood, and Cudahy. Approximately 13,000 
AFY of recycled water will be delivered to over 170 industrial and landscape 
customers. The total construction costs for the distribution pipelines, storage tanks, 
and pump stations is estimated at $53 million. 
In FY 1994, the Bureau of Reclamation contributed a $2 million grant for the 
construction costs, $4 million in FY 1995, and the District has expended to date 
approximately $19 million. The planned Federal grant funding contributions are listed 
below: 
r.RMWil ROR ~RANTS 
FY 94 $ 44 million • $ 2 million 
FY 95 $ 10 million $ 4 million 
FY 96 $ 5 million $ 4 million 
FY 97 $ 7 million $ 4 million 
FY 98 $ 6 million $ 2 million 
Total $ 72 million $16 million 
Grand Total $ 88 million 
.. Indicates construction costs of Century Project ($24 million 1991-1993) 
SUMMARY /CLOSING REMARKS 
West Basin Municipal Water District and Central Basin Municipal Water District have 
initiated construction of the largest water recycling program in the United States. 
These "state- of-the-art" recycling projects will ultimately recycle over 120,000 acre-
feet annually, enough drinking water for 500,000 people. These water projects, more { 
than any other in California, will provide more benefits to more people and the 
environment: conserve precious imported water from Northern California and Mono 
Lake, reduce wastewater pollution to Santa Monica Bay, and create jobs in south-
central Los Angeles. In California, it is unique that a water project has received such 
a broad array of public support, including the Los Angeles County Taxpayers 
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Association, Congress of Senior Citizens, Mono Lake Committee, Sierra Club, Heal 
the Bay, and many other environmental interest groups, and business and chamber 
groups, and elected officials from throughout the state. But the most important 
factor is the creation of local jobs in south-central Los Angeles communities and 
providing industry with a new, dependable and economical water supply. Mr. 
Chairman, thank you again for the opportunity to testify today. 
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FEDERAL COST-SHARING ARRANGEMENTS 
FEDERAL CONSTRUCTION GRANTS 
LOCAL CONSTRUCTION FUNDING 
(Water Revenue Bonds) 
WBMWD 
$ 50 
$200 
CBMWD 
$ 16 
$ 72 
NEW WATER SUPPLY 1 00,000 AFY 2!J,roJ AFY 
LOCAL FUNDING SOURCES 
$13 MILLION - Water Standby Charge 
$ 6 MILLION - MWD Local Projects rebate ($250/AF) 
$ 8 MILLION - Water Sales of recycled water 
$27 MILLION/YEAR TOTAL 
RWA :ctm c:\wp60\rich\resccomm.tst 
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Central Basin 
Municipal Water District 
(310) 217-2222 
WEST. BASIN MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT 
CENTRAL BASIN MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT 
WATER RECYCLING PROJECTS 
BACKGROUND . 
West Basin 
Municipal Water District 
(310) 217-2411 
The West Basin Municipal Water District (WBMWD) and Central Basin Municipal Water District 
(CBMWD) have under construction the largest water recycling and wastewater reuse program in 
the United States. Total construction costs are approximately $250 million and will develop 
· 100,000 acre-feet annually of "drought proof" new water to industry and 
... 1..U ........ in south-central Los Angeles County. 
BENEF1TS 
• Provide a more dependable water supply and reduce the likelihood of water rationing 
during future droughts; 
• LQwer cost of water to industry (e.g., refmeries, aerospace firms, textile manufacturing) 
and thereby provide incentives to not relocate; 
• Environmental protection - reduce wastewater discharges to Santa Monica Bay by 25 
pdrcent (an EPA designated national estuary); 
• Cfeate new jobs, both construction and operation staff, in high unemployment 
communities of south-central L.A.; 
• Reduce use of imported water by half from Northern California (including Mono Lake and 
the Delta)- significantly contributing to "statewide water solution" through more efficient 
use of existing supplies; and 
• Assist in solving environmental and Endangered Species Act problems in Mono Lake and 
San Francisco Bay/Delta watersheds. 
and PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS 
• City of Los Angeles (AB 444 Mono Lake Settlement); 
• Rebuild L.A. (job training and minority hiring programs); 
• U.S. Department of the Interior (Bureau of Reclamation construction grants, $50 million); 
• Industry- Chevron, Mobil, ARCO, TRW, Hughes, Northrup, etc.; 
• Privatization of operation and maintenance of water recycling facilities; 
• . County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County, Metropolitan Water District of South 
California, Water Replenishment District are participating agencies; 
• State of California (SWRCB $5 million low interest loan, Department of Water Resources 
training program in Compton); and 
• Over 40 cities and local water utilities are participants in the water recycling projects. 
17140 S. Avalon Blvd. • Suite 210 • Carson, CA 90746-1218 
f.ax 310-217-2414 
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DIP4BTMBNT of the INTBIIDB 
news release 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
For Release Oc~ober 21,1993 
Con~ac~: Lisa Guide 
202/208-4662 
Adahn Or~ega 
3l0/2l7-24ll 
~terior Department Helps City 
Water District Create Jobs, Save Water, and Clean Up Bay 
The In~erior pepar~men~ agency tha~ used ~o spend i~s money 
building dams is now dedica~i~g funds ~o job crea~ion and wa~er 
conserva~ion i~ Los Angeles. 
Bureau of Reclamation Commissioner Daniel P. Beard came to 
sou~h Los Angeles ~oday to announce $5 million of federal funding 
for the Wes~ Basin Wa~er Reuse Projec~. a sta~e of the ar~ plan~ 
that will crea~e a new water supply for the Los Angeles Basin. 
This re~resents the firs~ ins~allmen~ of a $50 million 
commi~tmen~ made by the Clin~on Adminis~ration to this projec~. 
11
'!'he Wes~ Basin project is a model for our new federal wa~er 
priorities, 11 said Beard. "It crea~es jobs, conserves wa~er and 
reduces pollution levels in San~a Monica Bay. Reclama~ion is 
proud to supper~ a projec~ tha~ uses our wa~er resources in a 
responsible way. 11 
Opera~ed by the Wes~ Basin Municipal Wa~er District, the 
projec~ will be ~he largest wa~er recycling projec~ in America, 
even~ually providing the dis~rict with almos~ one/third of its 
wa~er needs. The project will recycle 70,000 acre/fee~ of wa~er a 
year !rom ~he Los Angeles Hyperion Treatmen~ Plan~. Oil 
refineries, aerospace firms and city parks will use the recycled 
water. 
"'!'his reuse projec~ will offset the need for cos~ly 
additional wa~er from No~hern California and the Colorado 
River, 11 said Beard. "An~hing Southern California does ~o 
increase its wa~er self-sufficiency will be a grea~ economic 
benefit for all its residen~s. 11 
Construction on the facility began in March 1993 and is 
scheduled to be comple~ed by fall 1994. The project will cos~ 
$200 million, crea~ing 2500 cons~ruc~ion jobs and over 5,000 
indirect jobs in Sou~h Cen~ral Los Angeles. 
more 
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The Bureau of Reclamaeion was the country's premier dam 
building agency, constructing such engineering wonders as Hoover 
and Grand Coulee Dams. Now that economic and environmental 
concerns have rendered the construction of large water retention 
projects impractical, the Bureau is changing its focus to water 
conservation and water resource management. Beard will be 
releasing his Blueprint for Change, a document outlining new 
directions in federal water policy, in the next few weeks. 
### 
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Nation's biggest water 
recycling plant dedicated 
By 1(en Leiser 
STAFF WRITER 
Dignitaries from Sacramento to 
Washington. D.C., gathered in El 
S~ndo on Thursday to· dedicate the 
nation's largest water recycling plant 
- a facility that will reportedly make 
the. South Bay immune to drought. 
South Bay, making water rationing un-
necessary given some stabilization of 
the population,"' said Charles Stuart, 
president of the West Basin Municipal 
Water District's board of directors. 
The projected opening of the plant 
couldn't come at a better time. officials 
said Thursday. 
Douglas Wheeler. state secretary of 
resources, said the year ending Sept. 
30 marked the fourth-driest rainfall 
year in the state's history, and water 
officials around California are keeping 
their fmgers crossed going into this 
winter. 
clearly hangs on what occurs during 
this water year," Wheeler told the 250 
people who attended Thursday's cere-
mony. 
The plant will begin operations next 
month. 
The use of reclaimed water, advo-
cates say, will reduce the area's use of 
fresh water imported from the San 
Francisco Bay Delta and the Colorado 
River. It will also reduce the amount of 
treated sewage water that is being dis-
charged into the Santa Monica Bay by 
25 percent, Stuart said . 
'Fhe $200 million plant will take 
treated waste water from the nearby 
Hyperion sewage plant and convert it 
into water suitable for watering play-
fields and golf courses, and filling oil 
. refinery cooling systems. 
·''This plant will 'drought-proof the "The state's water balance very 
Water 
Water agency officials say 
they will initially sell the treat-
ed water at a loss in order to 
win customers. West Basin offi. 
cials said last week that they 
don't expect to recoup the full 
cost of recycling water in the 
first two years. 
Stuart told the gathering tlJ,at 
the idea for a water recycling 
plant occurred to directors as 
the availability of imported wa-
ter began to deteriorate in the 
late 1980s. 
Officials from the state and 
federal government on Thurs-
day hailed the agency's ability 
to secure fmancing for the pro-
ject. win support from decision-
FROM PAGE 8 t..J 
makers and the public, ai11i' 
then to build it so quickly. 
For instance, taxpayer groups 
supported the project - de-
spite a $24-a-year "stand-bY" 
charge that appears on property 
tax bills each year. 
"It's a great inspiration and 
something for the LegislatUre 
and the governor to aspire to 
said Assemblywoman Deb,J;A 
Bowen, D-Torrance. 
Also on hand Thursday were 
representatives of the Israeli 
Water Works Association. 
where government officials &.r!: 
looking at similar cutting-e~ 
water recycling technology. . 
WATER/82 
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Daily Breeze 
ANDREA ROTHIST AFF PHOTOGRAPHER 
West Basin Municipal Water District officials Thomas Love, left, and Kris-
Helm survey the water recycling plant on Hughes Way in El Segundo. 
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Reltnery 
to begin 
recycling 
Jl1obil ttnveils plan 
to ttse tuaste zuater 
By lan Gregor 
STAFF WRITER 
).-Jillions of gallons of treated waste water that 
norrnalh· would be dumned into Santa :Vlonica 
Bav wili he sur!!ing throuizh the cooling system at 
:\lobii Oil Corp:s Torrance rer'inery beginning 
next summer. 
The company announced Tuesday it wiil use 5 
million !!allons or recycled water a day as part of 
the \Vest Basin :VIunicipal Water District's pian 
to reduce dependence on water from ~orrhern 
California and reduce waste water discharged 
into Santa Monica Bay. :\lobil uses about ·8.9 
million gallons of water a day. said company 
spokesman Barry Engelber~. 
Mobil is the first South Bav comoanv to for-
mally agree to use recycled ·water· !rom West 
Basin's $200 million El Segundo recycling plant. 
which will begin operating in December. 
.. They are doing what a lot of environmental 
people say - think globally. act locally," said 
Roger Gorke. a policy analyst with Heal the Bay, 
a Santa Monica environmental group. 
Officials from Mobil. Torrance. the California 
Environmental Protection AE?:encv. Heal the Bav 
and the water district announced. the agreemen-t 
at a news conference at the Torrance Cultural 
Arts Center. 
Avoiding drought. 
The agreement is especially timely because 
California is teetering on the brink ot' another 
drought. water officials said. 
Mobil annuallv uses enough fresh water to 
supply about 12.000 households for a year. said 
A dan Ortega. a \Vest Basin spokesman. 
West Basin's plant initially will recycle 20 mil-
lion galions of waste water a day with pipeiines 
reaching into ).-lanhattan Beach. Hawthorne. In· 
glewood. Gardena and Los Angeles. 
Officials want the plant to process 100 million 
aallons a dav bv :WOO. which would reduce by 50 
percent the. South Bay's dependence on water 
imported from ~orthern California. It aiso would 
cut waste water discharged into Santa :Vlonica 
Bay by :25 percent. said Charles Stuart. West 
Basin's president. 
Use ot the plant also will help prevent future 
water rationing in Torrance and other South Bay 
cities. said Torrance Mayor Dee Hardison. 
Companies and cities that use recycled water 
eventuallv will see their water costs drop by as 
much as ·oo percent. said Jack van der Linden. 
Torrance ·s water operations administrator. 
MOBIL/SACK PAGE 
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Construction on pipelines to 
serve a wider swath of Torrance 
will begin in 1996. said Ortega. 
Bv the time the West Basin 
plant is running at full capaci-
t:-.r. it will recycie iO percent of 
the water that the Los Angeles 
area currentlv drains from 
Mono Lake e~ery year. said 
Dan Pellissier. communications 
director for the California Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency. 
"This plant is going to solve a 
lot of Mono Lake's problems,'' 
Pellissier said. 
Chevron USA Inc. also plans 
to begin using recycled water at 
its El Segundo plant six weeks 
before MobiL hut hasn't offi-
cially signed an agreement. said 
Virginia Grebbien. West Basin's 
assistant general manager. 
Construction on a six-mile 
feeder pipeline from the El 
Segundo plant's main pipeline 
to Mobil will start in Januarv 
and be completed by late May. 
Grebbien said. 
The federal government is 
anteing up $50 million for the 
West Basin recycline; plant. The 
rest of the $150 million carne 
from bonds issued bv West Ba-
sin, which imposed a .$24 annu-
al property tax levy on area 
homeowners and businesses to 
pay back the debt. 
The state is lendimr \Vest Ba-
sin $5 million for the Mobil 
pipeiine. Page 40 
New water treatment 
0~ ! plant nears operation I I I BY LIZ MULLEN I · ~:-· -·:.: ·Staff R~port~r ... . 
~ l .. Thi largest wastewater :recycling plant I in the n:ttion. a s:oo million project in El I Segundo. will begin operations Oct. 13. I The project is owned :ltld funded by the West Basin Municipal Water District. the 
8 water agency which serves 18 cities from Palos Verdes to Maiibu. but not the city of L.A. The water recycling plant will take 
~ sewage water which has r~eived two ini-tial tre:Hments at the Hyperion se~·age 
Tre:nment Plant that otherwise would be 
(/). dis.:h:u-g::d into the oc:::m. At the new pi:mt the \l,·:uer \!,'ill receive a.1 additional cleans· (/). ing treatment ca!led .. reverse osmosis. ··in 
-:-
~ ' g; which it \!.'ill be forced tt':rough filters. The treatment at the recyciing piant wiil 
z 
C\1 make th: \'-·.ater c!e~ne: than the feder~I 
. 
"' s~nd:l:'ds for drinking. lithough this wat:::-
-5 is i!X?C:Cted tO be usee for industrial and ~ 1- irrigation purposes. said district spokesman (/). u 0 Ad:m Or.ega. 
~ t::: At full Clj)acity. the recycling plant can :--; proc.::ss 100 million gallons a day. Or.ep 
~ "' said. Because it it will use water from :E Hyperion. it is expected c:n the amount of I.:.! w:lt;:r that would otherwise be discharged .... ~ i:1t0 the ocean by that plant by 25 percent. 
"' 
(/). U5 Onega said. .. a The new facility will be able to re:yc!e 
~ :::::: ;::1ough water i:1 a year "1c fiil the Coliseum ,., UJ to the brim 30 times.·· Or.ega said. About ~ ~ :.000 construction workers built the piant and it will ultimately e=npioy 100 peopie 
~ full-time. he sa.id. •!J Oil companies are the bigge~r market for 
~ 
.... , "he wat;:r because refine:-tes are amon!! 
.. L.A. Counry·s biggest water consumers~ 
~ Onega sa.id. The water district has already signed up .Mobil Corp. ·s Torrance facilitv and ,~~··· Chevron Corp.'s El Segundo faciiicY. The I .•. Chevron rerinery currentiy uses 60 percent t!J 
of all the water consumed in Ei Segundo. en 
~-ri Onega sa.id. I...,. Onep added that water district officia.is 
~ ~~ hope to sign up Atlantic Richfield Co. and -:-~ 
"- '-· 
c::l Unocal Corp. as customers later this year. :"') ;., ,. 
Water district scientists and Arco and t:no-~.~.~ ~ ca.i scientists are currently testing the water ~ for its ammonia levels. Ortega said. I ..... 
.. = because if the ammonia level is too high . 
5 - the water can not be used during the retin· 
:J) 
~ mg process. ,,,. Water district officials are also eyeing Page41 ~ ~ Hollywood Park and Hughes Aircraft Co. 5 
> as prospective customers. Onega added. 
1 nut\~ C:Uh .Lutuuu 1 
Southeast Cities 
Aug. 4, 1995 
Water district accepts 
award from· governor 
The Central Basin Municipal 
Water District directors received 
the governor's Environmental 
and Economic Leadership 
Award during ceremonies 
Thursday at the Museum of 
Science and Industry in Los 
Angeles. 
"This is a tribute to the 25 
cities that constitute our district 
who have been our panners in 
waterrecycling, drought-proof-
ing and cleaning our environ-
ment." said Gary Morse. the 
central basin president. 
The award was presented by 
California Environmental Pro-
tection Secretary James M. 
Strock. Douglas P. Wheeler. 
the secretary for Resources, 
stated, "The caliber and impact 
ofyourworkisimpressive. You 
have demonstrated that envi-
ronmental protection and con-
servation can be balanced with 
economic growth." 
According to central basin 
General Manager Ri<:hard 
Atwater, "in 1992, the Central 
Basin Municipal Water District 
panicipated in a pannershipwith 
the Los Angeles County Sanita-
tion Districts to distribute highly 
treated recycled water for irri-
gation and industrial uses 
through 70 miles of newly con-
structed pipelines. The cost of 
construction was S50 million. 
Over 150 water intensive sites 
have been convened to recycled 
water use including carpet dy-
ers, school yards, cemeteries. 
cement mixers and California 
state highway medians saving 
millions of gallons of water from 
environmentally sensitive areas 
of the state. Users save from 20 
to 30 percent off of their water 
bills by using recycled water.'' 
The Central Basin Muncipal 
Water District is a public agency 
providing wholesaie waterto 25 
cities in southeast Los Angeles 
County with 1.4 million resi-
dents. Five directors govern the 
district which is one of the 27 
member agencies of the Metro-
politan WaterDistrictofSouth-
em California. 
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- TESTIMONY OF VIRGINIA L. GREBBIEN, ASSISTANT GENERAL MANAGER 
WEST BASIN MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT 
AND 
CENTRAL BASIN MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT 
1ST VICE PRESIDENT 
WATEREUSE ASSOCIATION OF CALIFORNIA 
AND 
CHAIR 
LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE 
INTERIM HEARING 
TOWARD A DROUGHT-PROOF CALIFORNIA: ELIMINATING BARRIERS 
TO THE USE OF RECYCLED WATER 
BEFORE 
ASSEMBLY LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMITTEE 
NOVEMBER 14, 1995 
POTENTIAL BENEFITS 
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POTENTIAL BENEFITS 
Good Morning Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, thank you for 
providing me an opportunity to testify today on water recycling. I am speaking 
on behalf of the WateReuse Association of California this morning. I am both 
the First Vice President of WateReuse and Chair of their Legislative Committee. 
The mission of WateReuse is very simple; to increase the amount of water reclam.ation 
and recycling in California. WateReuse is attempting to accomplish this goal through 
a variety of mechanisms, the most important being to work for the adoption of 
legislation and regulations which allow the safe use of recycled water and to promote 
legislation which would increase the funding available for water recycling projects. 
In 1993, WateReuse performed a survey which looked at how much water recycling 
was taking place now and projected into the future, and what were the issues 
affecting water recycling. Survey respondents ranked local and statewide economic 
problems as the greatest impediments to implementing water recycling projects. 
Water shortages and droughts were ranked as the factors most influential in 
motivating development of water recycling projects. The overwhelming thrust of the 
survey findings was that water recycling continues to be highly successful in 
California in spite of the impediments-- real or imagined. 
WateReuse has actively supported and initiated legislation to reduce barriers to water 
recycling. Legislation has focused on regulations and public health, financing, and 
administrative policies. 
Specifically, in the last four years WateReuse has either sponsored or worked on 
legislation dealing with: 
Bond issuances to provide low interest loans for recycled water projects; 
Allowing recycled water to be used in residential dual plumbing systems; 
Establishing a WateReuse Institute at the University of California; 
Developing formal requirements for graywater systems; 
Expanding the use of recycled water to various industrial applications; 
Expanding the use of recycled water for toilet flushing in non-residential 
buildings; 
Expanding and defining the use of recycled water for various irrigation 
purposes; 
2 Page45 
Allowing Regional Water Quality Control Boards to cooperate on developing 
permit requirements for specific projects; and 
Appropriate planning as part of required Urban Water Management Plan 
Reports. 
WateReuse has yet to formalize its legislative agenda for next year, but initial requests 
from our membership again focus on the need for regulatory and financial relief. 
WateAeuse has received several proposals suggesting. either streamling of the permit 
approval process, uniform permitting requirements across all regional water quality 
control boards, and requiring cost of permit compliance to be a factor in the permit 
process. These suggestions will be evaluated and potentially brought forward as 
legislation. 
WateReuse has historically supported bond initiatives which provide needed dollars for 
water d~velopment, including reuse projects. One of the primary sources of capital 
dollars for water recycling projects is the State's low interest loan program 
administered by the State Water Resources Control Board. These are EPA SRF funds 
which must be matched with State dollars. WateReuse will continue to support 
efforts to develop these dollars. 
Recycled Water projects require cooperation to be developed. Generally a sanitary 
agency, water agency, and end use must come together to make a project successful. 
WateReuse is committed to facilitating those relationships through conferences and 
technical exchange programs, public outreach, and regulatory review and legislation. 
WateReuse appreciates the opportunity to testify and we look forward to working with 
this committee to further develop and promote water recycling. 
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City and County of San Francisco Department of Public Works 
Office of the Deputy Director 
of Engineering & City Engineer 
TESTIMONY PRESENTED BY 
THE CITY AND COUNTY OF 
SAN FRANCISCO 
November 14, 1995 
BEFORE THE ASSEMBLY 
COMMITTEE ON LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
REGARDING 
WATER RECYCLING IN 
CALIFORNIA 
PRESENTED TO ASSEMBLYMAN RAINEY 
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Good morning Assemblyman Rainey and members of the Committee on 
Local Gover~ent. My name is Michele Pla. I am the Manager for 
.Planning and Control of the Clean Water Enterprise in the 
Department of Public Works, City and County of San Francisco. It 
is a distinct pleasure to be part of this distinguished panel 
which is testifying regarding the benefits of water recycling. 
San Francisco, like many urban and non-urban areas around the 
state experienced significant water conservation during the last 
drought. We are planning to design and construct an integrated 
treatment, storage and distribution system to enable the City to 
recycle wastewater for irrigation, industrial processing, cooling 
systems, toilet flushing and fire fighting. The message that I 
want to leave with you today is the tremendous benefit for fire 
fighting that our recycled water program is expected to produce. 
The threat of fires is ever-present in San Francisco due to the 
dense population, wooden construction and prevailing winds of 
10-20 miles per hour off the Pacific Ocean. Uncontrolled fires 
are the biggest threat after an earthquake. As you know, the 
City was almost leveled by fire after the 1906 earthquake. As a 
result of this experience, in 1909 San Francisco began the 
construction of a high pressure Auxiliary Water Supply System 
(AWSS) dedicated to fire fighting. There is no other use or 
purpose of the AWSS, until now. 
Our recycled water program will increase the water supply for 
fire fighting and add to the AWSS. The new recycled water 
distribution system will in fact expand the AWSS for fire 
fighting into the Richmond, Sunset, Mission Bay, Hunters Point 
and the Shipyard areas of the City. The recycled water system 
will substantially increase the protection of property from fire 
following an earthquake disaster by increasing the size, scope 
and reliability of the·AWSS. In the aftermath of a major 
earthquake, broken pipes can limit fire fighting water supplies. 
For this reason, the pipes, pump stations and reservoirs provided 
with the recycled water system will be specifically designed to 
tolerate the highest level earthquake that we can design for 
(8.3). 
All of the recycled water systems facilities have been sized with 
fire fighting in mind. · We will provide additional storage 
capacity for of 34 millions gallons to bring the City's existing 
10 million gallon AWSS storage capacity to a total of 44 million 
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gallons. We will also provide 600 new high pressure hydrants. 
The AWSS will be our recycled water distribuition system when it 
is not needed for fire fightinge 
As in other areas around the state we expect recycled water will 
enhance our water supply and reduce the loading of pollutant to 
the waters of the state. In San Francisco, we have planned for 
the Recycled Water Program to do so much more. We expect to 
improve our fire fighting system to protect the things we value 
most; neighborhoods, homes and lives. 
Thank you for this opportunity to discuss these benefits of 
recycled water, this ends my testimony. 
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A BRIEF HISTORY OF WATER REUSE 
IN CALIFORNIA1 
November 14. 1995 
INTRODUCTION A~D HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE 
There has been recorded and intentional wastewater reuse in the arid southwestern 
United States since the 1890's when raw sewage was used on "sewer farms". The original 
projects were exclusively for irrigation of crops. and early public health officials 
developed regulatory programs to prevent the spread of infectious disease from 
contaminated food crops. With the introduction of chlorination at water treatment plants 
in 1908 is was recognized that wastewater could also be disinfected. but the lack of 
technology to move beyond primary to secondary and tertiary treatment of wastewaLer 
delayed the use of chlorine for disinfection. 
There are more reclaimed water projects in California than anywhere else in the world. 
and the regulatory program and regulations developed in California have been copied in 
many other states. From a historical perspective. there appear to be two very important 
principles which must be observed when planning and operating a reclamation project: 1. 
the project must have public support in the area where the water is being reused and 
any subsequent secondary discharge area. and 2. the project must be cost effective or 
1 This "White Paper" on water reuse was prepared for the California Assembly 
Committee on Local Government Interim Hearine: on Water Reuse. November 14. 1995 b\· 
John M. Gaston. Senior Consultant. CH2M HILL Engineers. · 
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eventually it will bankrupt the sponsoring agency. If these two principles are observed, 
and the project is sound from a technical standpoint. the chances for success are greatly 
increased. 
In 1948 Congress passed the first in a line of ''\Vater Pollution Control Acts" which 
advanced the wastewater treatment industry. and eventually lead to the passage of the 
"Clean Water Act" in 1972 and the provision for grant funds to build wastewater 
treatment facilities. As the technology advanced and secondary wastewater treatment 
capacity increased. so did the number of uses for reclaimed water. Irrigation in more 
urban settings increased. and industrial applications increased beyond the most 
elementary applications. In 1962 the Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts completed 
construction of the Whittier Narrows Wastewater Treatment Plant. and groundwater 
recharge for indirect domestic use began in the Montebello Forebay area. That project 
has increased in scope and size and currently recharges 50.000 acre-feet per year of 
filtered secondary effluent combined with storm water and imported surface supplies. 
The Whittier Narrows project remains as one of the largest reclamation projects in the 
United States. 
Other uses have also increased and today reclaimed water is used for every water 
application with the exception of direct potabie uses and the preparation of food and 
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beverages. In a study completed in 19812 the population in ten California communities 
were interviewed regarding the acceptability of the reuse of wastewater. The uses present 
in those areas at that time were agricultural irrigation. urban greenbelt irrigation, 
industrial use in a paper mill. golf courses. food crop irrigation. recreational swimming. 
and groundwater recharge. The results of the study indicated that the public was in favor 
of reuse projects for the following five reasons (in order of decreasing preference}: 
!.Protects public health. 
2.Protects the environment. 
3. Provides an economic advantage. 
4. Conserves water. and 
5.Controls development. 
As treatment technology continues to improve. as with the recent developments with 
micro-filtration and ultraviolet disinfection. new uses for reclaimed water will continue 
to emerge. The mere fact that the demand far exceeds the supply of water in some 
regions of the United States. and especially in California. will keep water reuse projects 
increasing in both size and scope. 
REGULATION DEVELOPME~T FOR PUBLIC HEALTH PROTECTION 
2Public Participation in Environmental Decisions: Water Reuse. William H. Bruvold. 
University of California School of Public Health. Public Affairs Report. Vol. 22 February 
1981. No.1. 
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Regulations have been developed by 37 states3 to control the reuse or reclamation of 
treated wastewater and provide public health protection. When regulations were initially 
developed the primary emphasis was to control the spread of infectious disease. In 
current regulations being developed in some areas to allow indirect potable reuse. the 
emphasis has switched to the impacts on humans from the ingestion of reclaimed water. 
Whereas the original regulations sought to control microbial organisms and the acute 
threat of infectious disease, now the primary focus is on microbial contaminants and 
man-made organic chemicals and metals which may present a long term threat. 
From a microbial standpoint. we know that there are organisms in untreated wastewater 
which may be associated with diseases. and the possibility of disease transmission is real. 
Despite this threat and the limitations of epidemiological investigations. properly 
operated and controlled water reuse operations in the Cnited States have not been 
implicated as the cause of any infectious disease outbreak. There have been isolated 
instances where sickness has been associated with contact with improperly treated 
wastewater. but no outbreaks have been reported associated with reuse operations that 
comply with all of the regulatory requirements. 
3 Regulations and/ or guidelines for wastewater reuse are known to be in place in 
Alabama. Arkansas. Arizona. California. Colorado. Delaware. Florida. Georgia. Hawaii. Idaho. 
Illinois. Indiana. Kansas. Maryland, Missouri. Montana. Michigan. Nebraska, Nevada. New 
Jersey. New Mexico. New York. North Carolina. North Dakota. Oklahoma. Oregon. South 
Carolina. South Dakota. Tennessee. Texas. Utah. Vermont. Virginia. Washington. West 
Virginia. Wisconsin. and Wyoming. Not all states allow reuse in every category. 
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The challenge to both the public health community and the water reuse industry is to 
continue to develop treatment technology and reuse criteria that will eliminate or 
minimize disease risk and still permit the "beneficial direct use" of treated wastewater. 
The means by which this is done is to either separate the population at risk from the 
reclaimed water or eliminate the threat via appropriate treatment. 
As a general rule, the regulations attempt to match the appropriate treatment with the 
degree of exposure and the population at risk. 
In terms of the population at risk: 
• Very young. elderly. and sick>normal population>healthy workers. 
In terms of exposure the risk varies from high to low: 
• Complete emersion, ingestion>aerosol. spray contact>secondary contact. 
In terms of the duration of exposure: 
• Constant exposure>worker contact>casual exposure. 
Appropriate treatment as spelled out in the regulations will eliminate or minimize the 
risk in the reuse operations identified. and these safeguards, used in conjunction with 
monitoring and process redundancy and controL will ensure a project that adequately 
protects the public health. The three elements that must be observed are appropriate 
treatment. monitoring and sampling, and system redundancy. 
For most projects in California, tertiary (filtered and disinfected} effluent is appropriate 
for all uses short of direct potable ingestion. While approved uses vary by state. typical 
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applications would include: 
,. all irrigation. including food crops to be eaten raw. 
* industrial uses other than food or beverage preparation. 
* pasture for animals including milking stock. 
* impoundments. including those that allow body contact recreation. 
* fire fighting. street cleaning and other municipal uses. 
* flushing toilets and urinals in public and commercial buildings. 
* commercial laundries. cooling towers. and boiler feed water. 
,. concrete makeup water and aggregate washing. 
" industrial operations that have continuous worker exposure. 
" groundwater recharge for indirect potable reuse. 
HEALTH EFFECTS STUDIES 
There have been on-going health effects studies involving wastewater reuse from the 
original de\-elopment of the process. The earliest s~udies were nothing more than 
microbiological sampling to show the quality. or lack thereof. of the water used for 
irrigation. It was from this early work that the prchibition of reclaimed water on food 
crops was developed. In more modern times there have been two types of health effects 
studies: direct and indirect epidemiological studies on the population exposed to 
reclaimed water for potable. domestic purposes. a:J.d facilities studies to determine how 
efficiently the reuse treatment plants are operating. 
Page 57 
6 
The largest of the most recent of this second type of study was published by the 
California State Water Resources Control Board in June 1990. In this study over 200 
wastewater reclamation plants serving more than 850 discrete sites were surveyed. It was 
determined that at least 266,000 acre-feet of reclaimed water were used for a variety of 
uses including: 
Agricultural irrigation 63%. 
Groundwater recharge 14%. 
Landscape irrigation and impoundments 13%, 
Wildlife habitat 4%. 
Recreational impoundments 3%. and 
Industrial use 2%. 
Improvements in treatment plant reliability and performance come from the data 
gathered in these studies. and the comparison of real versus theoretical data on 
treatment technology is very valuable. 
There have been at least four health effects studies completed in areas were indirect 
potable reuse is either in place or being planned. These include Los Angeles. CA for the 
Whittier Narrows project. Tampa. FL. Denver. CO and San Diego. CA where indirect reuse 
projects are planned. Another health effects study was also completed in Monterey. CA to 
investigate the potential for microbiological contamination of food crops. In every case it 
was confirmed that a well operated. properly design treatment facility will protect the 
public health and allow the use of reclaimed water. 
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FUTURE TRENDS IN WATER REUSE 
With the increasingly short supply of water in the arid southwestern United States more 
emphasis has been placed on projects that restore wildlife habitat. especially wetlands. 
This increases the demand for improved treatment to ensure protection of the wetlands 
and the diverse species that occupy the newly developed areas. There is also an 
increasing number of proposals for indirect potable reuse. and this has increased the 
demands on the treatment technology for greater organics removal via membranes and 
carbon filtration. ~any urban areas are also including the provision for the use of 
reclaimed water in new areas that are being developed. The pioneer in urban irrigation, 
Irvine Ranch Water District in Southern California. continues to move forward in that 
area and now provides reclaimed water for toilet facilities in commercial buildings as well 
as cooling and air conditioning supplies. 
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Testimony of Christopher Howe 
Before the Assembly Committee on Local Government 
Interim Hearing 
''Toward a Drought-Proof California: Eliminating 
Barriers to the Use of Recycled Water'' 
November 14, 19 9 5 
Good morning Mr. Chairman and members of the 
Committee, my name is Chris Howe, and I am the 
Manager of Environmental and Safety at Chevron's 
Refinery in Richmond California. I am here today to 
share with you some of our efforts to use reclaimed 
water at the Refinery. 
The Richmond Refinery uses about 11 million gallons of 
fresh water each day in the process of refining crude 
oil into transportation fuels like gasoline, diesel, 
and jet fuel. We receive water from the East Bay 
Municipal Utility District (EBMUD). The majority of 
the water is used to generate steam and for cooling 
refinery processes. Steam condensate streams and 
cooling water are routinely recycled to reduce 
consumption of freshwater. Freshwater is needed 
though, to make-up for losses from evaporation and to 
maintain process water chemistry. 
Water conservation practices have been a refinery 
priority for years. In 1988, our Refinery was awarded 
EBMUD' s "Water Miser Award" in recognition of our 
water conservation efforts. 
to determine if it 
plant effluent as 
The studies 
In 1986, Chevron initiated studies 
was feasible to use treated sewage 
makeup to our cooling water towers. 
concluded that reclaimed water could 
tower water quality requirements and 
use. 
meet the cooling 
was feasible to 
In 1990, after negotiations with EBMUD, Chevron signed 
a contract to take reclaimed water. Under the terms 
of the agreement, the Utility would build facilities 
to provide tertiary treated water and Chevron agreed 
to install a piping system and take the water for use 
in our cooling towers. Since use of this water affects 
our refinery's effluent discharge, we also amended our 
facility discharge permit (NPDES) with the San 
Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
In June of this year, EBMUD co.mmissioned their North 
Richmond Water Reclamation Plant that will provide 
around 5 million. gallons of treated wastewater to our 
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refinery. We will soon begin using reclaimed water 
from the plant for several of our cooling water 
towers. 
Over the last two and one-half years, we have made 
investments of hundreds of millions of dollars at our 
Richmond Refinery, to improve our operations and 
enable us to produce reformulated gasolines. I:t is 
critically important that we maintain an efficient 
operation to assure a return on these investments. 
Over the next few months, we will increase our use of 
reclaimed water as we monitor its performance in our 
cooling towers. The cooling water towers are a key 
part of our operation and are needed to maintain 
refinery process temperatures. Cooling water is 
recirculated through process heat exchangers and back 
to cooling towers. These heat exchangers transfer the 
heat from various refinery streams to the 
recirculating water without direct contact, so process 
streams never co-mingle with the water. 
The heated water is recirculated to the cooling towers 
where it is cooled through evaporation. Over 5 
million gallons a day of water is lost through 
evaporation. Replacement of cooling water with fresh 
water, or high quality reclaimed water, is required to 
maintain low contaminant levels. High contaminant 
levels could cause corrosion, fouling, or contribute 
to premature failure of equipment. 
While there are difficulties to 
reclaimed water, Chevron expects 
benefits as well: 
consider when using 
to receive several 
• The use of reclaimed water will conserve fresh 
water, 
• reduce the Refinery's reliance on fresh water, 
and 
• give the Refinery a more secure water supply in 
drought years. 
I:n conclusion, I: would like to say that we at 
Chevron's Richmond Refinery are proud of our water 
conservation efforts. We are pleased to be a 
participant, along with East Bay MUD, in the largest 
industrial water recycling project in Northern 
California. 
I hope my testimony today provides the Committee with 
some insight into our efforts to conserve water 
through the use of reclaimed water. I would be glad 
to answer any questions you might have. 
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TOWARDS A DROUGKT-PROOP CALIPORNXA: 
ELIMINATING BARRIERS TO THE USB OP RECYCLED 
Assembly Local Government committee, Chairman Richard 
Rainey 
Public Acceptance Barriers and Solutions 
Presented by Lois Humphreys, The Recycling Group 
In my experience working on numerous recycled water 
projects in California,· public acceptance is an essential 
component for success. Without public support and the 
avoidance of controversy, projects can be delayed or 
stopped indefinitely, therefore the earlier the education 
starts in the planning stages, the better. 
The most common barriers to public support include 
perceived health risks, growth issues, construction-
related concerns, appropriate uses of the water and 
simple lack of knowledge. All of these concerns can be 
overcome by assessing the level of concern early and 
addressing them in a manner that satisfies the 
stakeholders. 
Public education should begin before all the decisions 
are made - financing, design of pipelines and treatment 
systems, customer marketing, and environmental review 
processes should all have an element of public outreach. 
The m:lst successful projects have gone beyond simply 
informing the public about the recycled water projects to 
actually enlisting their assistance in the decision-
making process. 
Citizens' advisory committees comprised of local 
community stakeholders can be educated about the benefits 
of recycled water and then help make recommendations for 
expanding public education and support in the community. 
In my experience, citizens have been very helpful in 
alleviating traffic issues, connecting us with other 
community leaders, and recommending strategies that 
enhance relationships in the community. Recycled water 
projects have gained support from a diverse range of 
stakeholders including business organizations, schools, 
environmental groups, homeowners' associations, and other 
special interests, if early education and awareness is 
implemented. 
. ;' 
A survey conducted in Santa Clara County revealed that 
67% of those questioned support recycled water projects. 
These results are similar to other surveys conducted in 
California. The survey also showed that those questioned 
who knew little or nothing about recycled water were much 
less supportive. Those without any knowledge had a high 
degree of concern about health and safety risks, and 
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further, did not support rate hikes which fund recycled water 
projects. Participants of the survey who understood the link 
between droughts and inadequate water supplies had the highest 
percentage of support for reclaimed water, and even agreed that 
modest increases in water or sewer rates were acceptable. 
The state Legislature can augment both local agency outreach 
efforts by utilizing the following strategies: 
1) Add a public outreach checklist with SRF loan applications as a 
means of encouraging local agencies to integrate education with 
design and environmental planningo The checklist could include a 
number of possible strategies or ideas for increasing public 
awarenesso 
2) At the same time, provide financial incentives to local agencies 
that complete reclamation projects within a shorter duration and 
include public education in the process. These incentives could be 
lower interest rates on loans, or rebates on permit or loan 
application costs. By lowering costs, the agency may be more 
willing to include public education in its budgete 
3) Encourage legislators to speak in their communi ties about 
recycled water. Citizens need to hear consistent messages 
supporting recycled water from the State and local agencies .. 
Legislators could also help sponsor or co-sponsor community forums 
about reclaimed water. 
4) Help link state agencies involved in commerce and industry with 
local agencies embarking on recycled water projectsQ There may be 
businesses wanting to relocate or expand in California that need 
high volume or reliable water supplies. With recycled water as an 
uninterruptable water supply, industries may decide to locate or 
stay in California. This action will help create new jobs and 
improve local economies while improving markets for recycled water. 
5) Find other existing State resources to make linkages with those 
involved in the recycled water industry - there may be funds 
available for developing school curriculums, initiating local 
business or community projects, involving nonprofit organizations 
in education or rechanneling government programs that could be 
additional educational resources for water recycling. 
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Comments of the California Public Utilities Commission 
by Rami Kahlon, PE -- 415-703-1115 
Advisory and Compliance Division, Water Branch 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Before the 
Assembly Committee on Local Government 
"Toward a Drought-Proof California: Eliminating Barriers to the 
Use of Recycled Water" 
November 14, 1995 
Commission Policy 
With California's continuing water supply problems, the California Public 
Utilities Commission (Commission) recognizes that future water demand 
will most likely be met through water conservation and reclamation, not by 
the development of new potable supplies. The Water Code statutes make 
clear California's intention to promote the use of recycled water to meet 
future water requirements, and the Commission fully supports recycled 
water service by utilities under its jurisdiction. 
The Commission, however, is obligated by the Public Utilities (PU) Code 
to provide utility customers with just and reasonable rates, to minimize 
long-term rates, and to maintain the financial integrity of its regulated 
utilities. So to the extent that the service of recycled water is not consistent 
with the PU Code, the Commission may not support some forms of 
proposed recycled water service. 
Service Duplication Law 
The Commission supports the existing Service Duplication Law (SDL) as 
contained in the PU Code that protects an utility's exclusive right to serve 
water within its certificated area. The SDL protects utility revenues and 
helps maintain stable rates. 
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Here's how: 
The Commission establishes rates and charges for water service based on 
an utility's net investment in water plant. The Commission authorizes a 
return on investment, plus operating costs, and allows this amount to be 
recovered through water rates. PU Code Section 701.10a requires that the 
Commission "Provide revenues and earnings sufficient to afford the utility 
an opportunity to earn a reasonable return on its used and useful 
investment. .. " 
The concept of "used and useful" is the governing principle behind 
Commission rate setting methodology. When a utility makes an investment 
in water plant for the benefit of its present and expected customers, the 
Commission allows recovery of these costs through rates. If the utility 
were to lose some of its customers to a competitor (such as a recycled 
water purveyor) and the "useful'' life of the plant needed to serve these 
customers has not yet expired, the plant no longer remains "used" and the 
utility no longer earns a return on it. Usually, the utility is allowed to 
amortize this plant over a few years. Because a reduction in the number of 
customers often has little or no impact on an utility's operating expenses, 
which are mostly fixed, the utility is left with fewer customers to charge 
with virtually no change in operating expenses. This results in higher rates 
for the remaining customers. 
PU Code Sections 1501 -- 1507 (Service Duplication Law) recognize the 
potential adverse impact, both on the utility and on the utility customer, of 
competing facilities. PU Code Section 1501 spells out this concern and 
requires that " ... privately owned public utilities regulated by the state be 
compensated for damages that they may suffer by reason of political 
subdivisions extending their facilities into the service areas of such 
privately owned public utilities." Accordingly, PU Code Section 1503 
finds that " ... such an act constitutes a taking of property of the private 
utility ... " 
As an example to demonstrate the revenue impact of the loss of just one 
large industrial customer on utility revenues, Dominguez Water Company 
(a regulated utility) estimates that it would lose up to 20% of its annual 
revenues if the Arco oil refinery it now serves with potable water were to 
switch to recycled water provided by a sanitation district. 
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The Commission is committed to protecting ratepayers from unnecessary 
rate increases and to maintaining the financial integrity of the utilities it · 
regulates. The involuntary loss of potable water customers to other water 
purveyors is contrary to Commission policy. 
Commission's Commitment to Recycled Water 
The Commission recognizes that recycled water in many instances can be 
used as a replacement for potable water, or as an additional supply source. 
And the Commission remains committed to the promotion of recycled 
water service by its regulated utilities. This is evidenced by the recycled 
tariffs and special contracts that we have approved, the revenue stability 
memorandum accounts that we have authorized, and by our support of 
changes to the PU Code to more quickly allow the approval of recycled 
water tariffs. 
Currently, seven regulated utilities have either recycled water tariffs or 
special contracts in place. And to date, the Commission has yet to reject 
any recycled water service tariff request. The Commission has authorized 
the establishment of memorandum accounts to protect utilities from 
revenue fluctuations associated with recycled water service. The 
Commission has supported the addition of Section 455.1 to the PU Code to 
ensure that recycled tariff requests are expeditiously processed. 
The regulated utilities that provide recycled water purchase it from local 
wastewater agencies and sell it to the end user through their own meters. 
The pipeline facilities are constructed by the wastewater agency to potential 
customers. 
Barrier 
The most significant, and perhaps only, barrier to the widespread use of 
reclaimed water is the capital cost of building recycled water treatment 
facilities and their associated pipelines. For this reason alone, modification 
or elimination of the Service Duplication Laws will not likely expand the 
availability or use of recycled water. 
It should be noted that recycled water is currently available in only select 
areas. Only a few regulated utilities have access to recycled water--and 
those are in the Los Angeles metropolitan area. Recycled water is expected 
to be available in San Jose in the near future. Page69 
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Closing 
The Commission wholeheartedly supports the use of recycled water in 
California. Its support is demonstrated by its approval of recycled water 
tariffs, its authorization of revenue memorandum accounts, and of its 
support of legislation to speed up the regulatory process for recycled water 
service. 
The Commission retains its commitment to utility ratepayers to maintain 
just and reasonable rates, and to the regulated utilities to ensure their 
financial integrity. It follows that the Commission supports the retention 
of the existing Service Duplication Laws as a means to protect both 
ratepayer an~ utility interests. 
The Commission believes that the only barrier to the expanded use of 
recycled water is a financial one, not a regulatory one. · 
Page 70 
4 
APPENDIXJ 
WRITTEN TESTIMONY OF 
ROBERT J. REEB 
Page 71 

ACH:-h mission is 
to <J;sist its members 
in promoting the 
de>dopment. 
mani!genn·nt a:Jd 
rt'J'<mJble henl'ficia/ 
t1\£' of good quufily 
1• ater Jt the loa e>t 
''' Jctical c?st in an 
en\ ircnmentaliy 
b.t!anced mannf'r. 
A.ssociation of California 
Water A.gencies 
910 K Street, Suite 250 
Sacramento, California 
95814-3577 
916/441-4545 
FAX 916/441-7893 
Hall ofthe States 
444 N. Capitol St., N.W. 
Suite 357 South 
Washington, D.C. 
20001-1512 
202/434-4760 
FAX 202/434-4763 
Testimony of 
Robert J. Reeb, State Legislative Diredor 
Association of California Water Agencies 
Before the 
Assembly Local Government Committee 
Honorable Richard Rainey, Chairman 
"Toward a Drought-Proof California: 
Eliminating Barriers to the Use of Recycled Water" 
"Political and Regulatory Barriers to Water Recycling• 
November 14, 1995 
Sacramento, California 
Good morning. My name is Bob Reeb and I'm the State Legislative 
Director for the Association of California Water Agencies. ACWA's 420 
public agency members collectively deliver, through their urban and 
agricultural water systems, 90 percent of California's water supply. 
California's public water agencies are leading the way in water recycling 
projects that lessen the demand for fresh water supplies and reduce 
wastewater discharges. Current use of recycled water is estimated at 
384,000 acre-feet per year and will increase as new facilities come on 
line. 
Overall, ACWA member agencies report few political and regulatory 
barriers to water recycling. The regulatory structure has improved over 
the past decade. 
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Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations addresses the use of recycled 
watero The existing criteria were adopted by the Department of Health Services 
in 1977 0 The Department has allowed for uses of recycled water beyond the 
applications permitted under the existing regulations on a case-by-case basis 
since that time. 
The Department has proposed extensive revisions to the Title 22 criteria. The 
revisions are intended to expand the range of allowable uses of recycled water 
and clarify existing requirementso The proposed rule making will reduce the 
burden of regulations on water recycling by removing the inefficiencies 
. associated with regulatory decision making on a case-by-case basiso ACWA 
believes the most meaningful regulatory reform that could occur today is the 
promulgation of the proposed revisions to Title 22. Completion of the rule 
making process would provide uniformity in the interpretation and application of 
recycling criteria statewide. Such uniformity, for example, would enhance 
opportunities to recharge groundwater basins using recycled watero 
Some of our member agencies report that expanded authority to spread recycled 
water for groundwater recharge has given rise to claims of damages to existing 
water production facilities. Permits usually require six months transmissivity or 
500 feet separation between spreading areas and groundwater production wells. 
This limitation on physical proximity protects drinking water quality. Despite 
such permit conditions, however, local producers are claiming water quality 
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impacts. Our member agencies have not seen proof of such impacts. Retail 
producers have urged the entity spreading the recycled water to provide new 
production facilities for the producer-in one case, totaling 22 new wells. 
There needs to be relief from such claims to encourage the use of additional 
quantities of recycled water for replenishment purposes. Either legislation or 
regulation should be considered to provide that if the replenishing agency is in 
compliance with discharge requirements set by the Department of Health 
Services or a regional board, the replenishing agency would have no liability. 
Following revisions to Title 22, the State Water Resources Control Board should 
be encouraged to prepare guidelines for the nine regional water quality control 
boards to ensure uniform application and enforcement throughout the state in 
strict accordance with the Title 22 criteria. 
Finally, the high cost of energy in California relative to the rest of the nation is a 
barrier to the recycling of wastewater. Public water agencies are one of the 
largest users of electricity in the state, with a combined noncoincident peak 
demand of about 3,000 MW (exclusive of those currently providing retail electric 
service). Our annual electricity bills average $750 million. 
~" 
The California Public Utility Commission's current inquiry into the restructuring of 
the state's electric services industry presents an opportunity to lower the cost of 
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electricity to California consumers, including public water agencies. A system 
that increases customer choice, reduces regulatory burdens, and opens up 
access to transmission and distribution systems could significantly reduce the 
cost of electricity, and thus improve the economics of water recycling. 
Thank you. 
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Good morning, Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee. I am nm Stahl, Assistant 
ChiefEngineer and Assistant General Manager of the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles 
County. Thank you very much for inviting me to speak to you today about ways to eliminate 
barriers to the use of reclaimed water. 
You haye already heard today about how water may be recycled, and what some of the 
potential benefits are. Before I speak about the barriers to water reclamation, I would like to tell 
you a little bit about our water reclamation program, since the Districts' have been a pioneer in 
promoting water reclamation in California. 
The Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County are a confederation of special districts 
which operate and maintain regional wastewater and solid waste management systems to provide 
sanitation services to nearly 5 million people in 78 cities and unincorporated areas in Los 
Angeles County . 
The Districts built its first water reclamation plants in the Los Angeles region in the early 
1960s. In 1962, the Whitttier Narrows Water Reclamation Plant began delivering reclaimed 
water for groundwater replenishment in the Montebello Forebay of the Central groundwater 
basin. Other Districts' plants also began delivering reclaimed water for irrigation of crops and 
golf courses around that time. The Districts' water reclamation program grew gradually through 
the 1960s, and then made significant gains in the 1970s and '80s with the completion of several 
new water reclamation plants. 
The Districts now own and operate 10 water reclamation plants, which produce an 
average of 190 million gallons per day of reclaimed water suitable for reuse (Figures 1 and 2). 
Of this total, on average 69 million gallons per day, or 77,000 acre-feet per year, are actually 
reused. To put this amount into perspective, it is enough to provide the annual supply water to a 
population of about 385,000. The primary uses of this water are landscape irrigation, about 
14%; agricultural irrigation and industrial usage, each about 6%; environmental enhancement of 
a wildlife refuge, approximately 9%; with the remainder - about 65% --going to groundwater 
recharge (Figure 3). The Districts work with a variety of water purveyors in the region who 
deliver the reclaimed water for these end uses. For example, as you heard earlier, we work 
closely with the Central Basin Municipal Water District, which in tum has developed a 
cooperative program to supply reclaimed water to end users in conjunction with the local water 
companies and cities in their service area (see attached poster). We are proud that, together with 
the Central Basin Municipal Water District, we received a 1994 Governor's Award for 
Environmental and Economic Leadership recognizing the Century and Rio Hondo Water 
Reclamation Projects. 
With that background, I would like to tum to the barriers facing local government 
agencies that wish to develop new projects using reclaimed water. As the information provided 
to you earlier today demonstrates, reclaimed water use in California has increased steadily, and 
is projected to continue to grow. Many factors have contributed to this growth; most notably, the 
1 
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recent drought and continued population growth are placing ever-increasing demands on our 
traditional sources of water supply. 
However, increasing demand for water is only one factor influencing the development of 
reclaimed water supplies. The barriers to implementing particular projects depend on many site-
specific considerations, such as the institutional arrangements for providing both wastewater 
treatment and water services, local attitudes towards reclaimed water, and cost. There are also 
legal barriers to water reclamation, which if addressed in AB 125, I believe would make a very 
significant contribution to furthering the growth of water reclamation in California. 
Simply put, there are some entities in the water industry who do not wish to serve 
reclaimed water, because they believe they will lose revenues. While there is strong evidence of 
cooperation on the part of most water and wastewater agencies, there have been a few instances 
in which entities have not pursued water reclamation projects in good faith. As I am sure you 
are aware, the state Service Duplication Act (SDA) (Public Utilities Code §1501 et seq.) requires 
the payment of damages to public and private water purveyors for the duplication of water 
service by a public entity within a service area. There is a clear inequity here, in that water users 
that conserve water, such as car washes that recycle wash water, are not subject to the 
compensation requirements of the SDA. Moreover, the question of the applicability of the SDA 
to reclaimed water has been the focus of much discussion, as well as litigation and legislation, 
over the past several years. This issue has, in the one case that the Sanitation Districts has been 
involved with, resulted in litigation and increased reclaimed water costs. The SDA is 
undoubtedly a barrier for other agencies as well, although it is impossible to document the 
projects that have not been built or which have been delayed as a result of the threat ofbeing 
sued for damages. 
In short, I believe that the Legislature should consider ways to create a "free market" for 
reclaimed water. The current efforts of the PUC to deregulate electric utilities provide an 
indication of this trend. The Legislature could take an important step by clarifying the 
applicability ofthe SDAto reclaimed water. The SDA was enacted in the mid-1960s when 
potable water supplies were relatively plentiful, and water reclamation was in its infancy. The 
SDA never contemplated widespread use of reclaimed water for nonpotable uses, and did not 
recognize that duplicate distribution facilities are required by the California Health and Safety 
Code for the service of reclaimed water, regardless of the presence of existing potable water 
distribution facilities. If California is to meet its future water needs, we must remove barriers 
such as the SDA so that we can take. advantage of a cost-effective, reliable and environmentally 
benign water supply- namely, reclaimed water. · 
Chairman Rainey, I would be happy to continue to work with you as you develop your 
legislation. I firmly believe that we must continue to question the validity of the SDA in today's 
environment that demands the increased use of reclaimed water to meet California's growing 
water demands. To that end, I believe that it would be beneficial for the Committee to convene a 
focus group of interested parties to discuss issues related to reclaimed water and service 
duplication, such as which costs are appropriate for compensation, and reasonable methods for 
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determining these costs. We need to move beyond the continuation of this protected monopoly 
that stands in the way of the development of the tremendous reclaimed water resources of this 
state. 
I would be pleased to answer any questions that you or any other Committee members 
may have. Thank you very much for the opportunity to participate in this hearing. 
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FIGURE3 
AVERAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RECLAIMED WATER USAGE 
Wildlife Refuge 8.6% Agriculture 6. 0% 
Landscaping 14.1% 
Industrial 6.3% 
Groundwater Recharge 65.0% 
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Good morning, Mr. Chairman and Members. I am Roberta Larson, Director of 
Regulatory Affairs for the California Association of Sanitation Agencies. CASA is a 
statewide organization of 86 independent special districts providing wastewater 
collection, treatment and reclamation services. Our member agencies provide highly 
treated reclaimed water for various uses including irrigation, industrial uses and 
groundwater recharge. 
The California Department of Water Resources' November 1994 Update of the 
California Water Plan states, "California faces more frequent. and severe water 
supply shortages for the year 2000 and beyond." Water recycling is and essential 
element of an strategy to augment the state's limited water supply. 
In general, our agencies have been successful in negotiating agreements with water 
agencies to supply reclaimed water to customers. However, our experience has 
revealed that there are institutional barriers that serve to inhibit the distribution and 
use of reclaimed water. Specifically, two provisions of current law act as 
impediments to maximizing water recycling in order to help meet the state's water 
needs. These are: 
1. Section 6512 of the Health and Safety Code, which prevents a sanitary 
district from providing reclaimed water to willing customers without the 
consent of the agency which serves potable water in the area, even if the 
water agency has no facilities for delivery of reclaimed water. 
2. The Service Duplication Act, Public Utilities Code Section 1501 et seq. 
This section of the law acts to prevent paralleling of water service by 
providing a water agency with the right to sue for damages if their service is 
duplicated. Whether or not the SDA applies to reclaimed water is a matter of 
some debate; the statute does not specifically reference reclaimed water and 
no appellate court decision has ruled on the issue. 
The first barrier is addressed by AB 125 in its current form, which would delete the 
water agency consent requirement from the law and place sanitary districts on equal 
footing with other reclaimed water producers such as sanitation districts and cities. 
Thus, our focus today will be the second barrier, that posed by the SDA. In many 
cases, water and wastewater agencies are able to negotiate satisfactory agreements 
for reclaimed water distribution. However, in those cases where a water agency is 
reluctant to enter the reclaimed water arena, or attempts to do so on terms which 
make recycled water unattractive from a market perspective, we believe that the 
service duplication act has a chilling effect. Wastewater agencies which might 
otherwise move forward with reclaimed water projects are unwilling to risk being 
sued by the water purveyor. 
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The problem posed by the SDA is closely related to what is generally agreed to be 
the major barrier to reclaimed water development: funding. The specter of having 
to pay compensatory damages to another entity, on top of the significant capital 
investment involved, may keep some reclaimed water projects from pencilling out 
Keeping in mind that we believe the legal issue of whether the SDA applies to 
reclaimed water remains an open question, CASA is not suggesting that a water 
agency is never entitled to some compensation where a wastewater agency moves 
forward to serve customers. Water agencies have concerns about the revenue 
losses which may occur if reclaimed water is used to replace potable water· and the 
resulting impacts on ratepayers. On the other hand, wastewater agencies point out 
that providing reclaimed water to one customer will free-up potable water which can 
be supplied by the water agency to other customers. In addition, our agencies are 
at a disadvantage in negotiating the financial terms of reclaimed water distribution 
agreements, as water agencies "hold all the cards" under the SDA, which does not 
recognize· the widespread benefit of reclaimed water use. 
We believe these are the key institutional issues which need to be resolved in order 
to increase water reclamation and ensure that California meets its water recycling 
goals. Much has changed since the Legislature approved the SDA 30 years ago. 
California faces persistent drought conditions, a growing population, and limited 
options for increasing its water supply. It is time to re-evaluate the structural ground 
rules and determine what changes are needed. 
Unfortunately, from a legislative standpoint, the problems we have identified do not 
lend themselves to simple, uniform solutions. Decisions regarding which agency 
should bear what costs, how to price reclaimed water, and other economic issues 
tend to be very case-specific. What works in San Diego County may not make 
sense in Contra Costa County. 
Therefore, rather than proposing a statewide solution to the Committee today, CASA 
recommends the establishment of a working group of water and wastewater agency 
representatives to work with the committee to explore the issues of appropriate 
compensation and free market versus monopoly approaches to reclaimed water 
distribution. Perhaps a stakeholder group can devise a framework which will help 
remove barriers without unduly interfering with the local agencies' contracting 
authority. CASA would welcome the opportunity to participate in such a working 
group in an effort to devise constructive and workable strategies to remove these 
barriers. 
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Water Reclamation Projects 
Funded by SWRCB 
The projects listed in the table below have the following common characteristics: 
• The project proponents have either received financial assistance or have a loan 
commitment from the SWRCB. The funding sources were grants from the 
Renewable Resources Investment Fund (RRIF) and the Clean Water and Water 
Conservation Bond law of 1978, also known as the State Assistance Program 
(SAP); and low-interest loans from the the Water Reclamation Loan Program 
(WRLP) and the State Revolving Fund (SRF). 
• The projects were cost-effective sources of water when compared to new 
sources of freshwater. Pollution control benefits were secondary or non-
existent. 
Total Cost Funding Planned 
Agency/Project $M Assistance Fund Reuse 
$M Source AFIYR 
Cerritos 6.45 4.50 RRlF 3,600 
East Bay Dischargers 0.58 0.51 SAP 430 
Authority 
Long Beach Water Dept. 2.55 2.23 SAP 1,693 
South Coast WD unk 2.02 SAP 811 
Walnut Valley WD 8.14 6.11 SAP 1,850 
Crescenta Valley CWD 1.35 1.01 WRLP 1,440 
Desert Water Agency 7.68 2.00 WRLP 4,078 
Lakewood, City of 1.15 0.86 WRLP 440 
Moulton Niguel WD 1.79 1.34 WRLP 450 
Long Beach Water Dept. 2.93 2.00 WRLP 1,200 
Santa Clara, City of 1.25 0.93 WRLP 444 
Irvine Ranch WD 3.60 2.00 WRLP 2,255 
Los Angeles CSD 2.34 1.76 WRLP 3,584 
Santa Margarita WD 4.31 2.00 WRLP 2,557 
EastBavMUD 0.32 0.12 WRLP 162 
Status 
Operational 
Operational 
Operational 
Operational 
Operational 
Operational 
Operational 
Operational 
Operational 
Operational 
Operational 
Operational 
Operational 
Operational 
Op_erational 
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Agency/Project Total Cost Funding Planned 
$M Assistance Fund Reuse Status 
SM Source AFIYR 
Santa Barbara, City of 5.25 2.00 WRLP 674 Operational 
Orange County WD 7.66 2.00 WRLP 3,300 Operational 
Irvine Ranch WD 3.00 2.00 WRLP 3,225 Operational 
OtayWD 5.53 5.00 WRLP 1,456 Operational 
East Bay MUD 1.36 1.36 WRLP 350 Operational 
MarinMWD 5.53 5.00 WRLP 407 Operational 
Santa Barbara, City of 6.41 5.00 WRLP 633 Operational 
Carlsbad MWD 2.33 2.33 WRLP 1,412 Operational 
Fallbrook PUD 1.32 1.32 SRF 738 Operational 
Leucadia CWD 2.12 0.84 WRLP 394 Operational 
Goleta WD 20.70 20.00 SRF 1,106 Operational 
West Basin MWD 11.00 5.00 WRLP 6,000 Operational 
East Bay MUD 23.42 23.42 SRF 6,049 Operational 
Burbank, City of 3.13 3.13 WRLP 539 Construction 
Orange County WD 4.79 4.79 WRLP 3,271 Construction 
Los Angeles CSD 5.60 5.00 WRLP 2,640 Construction 
Monterey Regional 24.60 8.85 SRF 19,457 Construction 
WPCA 
RamonaMWD 4.90 . 4.90 WRLP 1,120 Design 
Orange County WD 20.00 20.00 SRF 2,783 Design 
Rancho Santa Fe CSD 1.65 1.65 WRLP 185 Design 
Moulton Niguel WD 20.00 13.63 SRF 4,502 Design 
Escondido, City of 36.50 36.50 SRF 3,232 Design 
San Elijo JPA 12.90 12.90 SRF 1,542 Design 
Padre Dam MWD 6.40 5.00 WRLP 839 Design 
Total, 39 projects 280.54 218.06 90,848 
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California Landscape Contractors Association 
Statement on AB 125 to the Assembly Local Government Committee 
November 14, 1995 
rm Jeffrey Sheehan, the owner of Confidence Landscaping Inc. in Campbell, 
California. I'm also president of the San Francisco Bay Area Chapter of the 
California Landscape Contractors Association as well as a member of the 
statewide association's Water Management Committee. 
CLCA is a non-profit trade association of licensed landscape and irrigation 
contractors and their suppliers. Our membership numbers approximately 
2,000 and also includes landscape architects, public officials, educators, and 
students. We've been meeting as an association since 1937. 
CLCA supports Assembly Bill 125 because we believe the measure will 
increase the availability of water for urban landscape uses. 
Our industry was badly wounded during the last drought, when cities and 
counties placed restrictions on landscaping and water agencies raised their 
rates sharply. 
We know from reading Bulletin 160-93, Tlte California Water Plan Update, 
that this drought was not an aberration. We know it was a harbinger of 
things to come. 
Bulletin 160-93 paints an unacceptable picture of California's future, a future 
of chronic water shortages that reach crisis proportions in drought years. In a 
prediction that is simply intolerable to our industry, the plan forecasts that by 
the year 2020 the state will experience water shortages nearly three times 
worse than those endured in the worst year of the last drought. Our members 
simply cannot survive such a future! 
Landscape contractors made immense sacrifices during the last drought, and 
we continue to make them today. We've had to learn to be more water 
efficient in the way we build and manage our landscapes. Through our trade 
association we've expended significant resources on communicating our new 
conservation ethic to the public at large. We are especially proud of our 
active involvement in the California Urban Water Conservation Council, 
which oversees the implementation of the Memorandum of Understanding 
Regarding Urban Water Conservation in California; CLCA is an original 
signatory of this document, which outlines 16 Best Management Practices for 
urban water conservation, four of which deal specifically with landscaping. 
We are also acutely aware that California's water agencies are planning more 
sacrifices for our industry. The urban water management plans, which water 
agencies must update before the end of the year, list conservation measures 
that will impact landscape contractors adversely. Two major water agencies, Page 93 
CLCA Statement on AB 125 
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the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California and the East Bay 
Municipal Water District, are cutrently developing long-term plans that 
appear at this time to demand further sacrifices from our industry. 
CLCA recognizes the need for many of these sacrifices, and we fully intend to 
help Californians continue watering their landscapes with less. However, we 
believe water agencies should not be exempt from making sacrifices as well, 
especially since they are usually the ones who are demanding them of us. 
Water agencies should be developing reclaimed water to the greatest extent 
possible. Those that choose not to develop this vital resource should step 
aside and allow sanitary districts to do so. AB 125 would make that happen, 
and that is why we enthusiastically support it . 
• • • 
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMIITEE 
Political and Regulatory Barriers For Water Recycling 
My name is David Spath. I am Assistant Chief, Division of Drinking Water and 
Environmental Management, Department of Health Services. I appreciate the 
opportunity to participate in this hearing and to present the Deartment's views on the 
political and regulatory barriers to water recycling. 
Pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Act of 1969, the Department is mandated to 
establish statewide reclamation criteria for the safe use of reclaimed water. In 
response to that mandate, the Department in the early 1970's adopted water 
reclamation criteria for a variety of potential uses, amended those criteria in 1978 and 
is now in the process of adopting major revisions that will expand uses dramatically. In 
addition, we have developed proposed regulations for groundwater recharge with 
reclaimed water which we hope to adopt in the near future. The Department believes 
that with the adoption of these two sets of regulations, there will be tremendous 
opportunities for expanded use of reclaimed water. 
The Department also recognizes the water resource limitations facing the State. 
Water reclamation obviously can play a major role in addressing the water resource 
problem. The Department has been working with other state and local agencies to 
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eliminate barriers to reclaimed water uses that were historically felt to be inappropriate 
from a public health perspectiveo For example, f9r the past three years we have been 
working with the San Diego County Water Authority, San Diego Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, the San Diego County Health Department and the City of San Diego in 
the development of a project to augment a domestic water reservoir with reclaimed 
water. This planned indirect potable reuse project will be the first of its kind in the 
countryo It is an excellent demonstration of how, through the cooperation of State 
regulatory agencies and the regulated community, a project of significant complexity 
may be able to overcome a multiplicity of barriers while still ensuring that public health 
is protected. 
Although the Department believes that the regulatory barriers have been 
essentially eliminated, there are recommendations that we wish to make that may 
further expand the appropriate use of reclaimed water. 
1. There is a need for comprehensive integrated water resource plans for 
communities. Many communities are not adequately planning for their long term 
water supply requiremen~s. They must address the issue and, as part of the 
planning process, identify the role reclaimed water will play in meeting their water 
resource needs. 
2. More effective use should be made of the master reclamation permit provision as 
defined in Section 13523.1 of the Water Code. Use of the master reclamation 
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permit, where appropriate, allows water reclamation agencies to expand uses more 
expeditiously while still conforming to th~ water reclamation criteria. 
I would again like to take the opportunity to thank you for the opportunity to provide our 
comments on this important issue. 
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TESTIMONY OF 
MICHAEL L. WHITEHEAD 
on Behalf of the California Water Association 
Interim Hearing Before 
the Assembly Local Government Committee 
Tuesday, November 14, 1995 
1. Please state your name and affiliation. 
My name is .Michael Whitehead. I am President of San Gabriel Valley Water 
Company, a public utility water company that serves a population of over 300,000 in 19 
cities in Los Angeles and San Bernardino counties. I am also President of the California 
Water Association which is comprised of investor-owned water companies which are 
regulated by the California Public Utilities Commission. · Investor-owned water 
companies serve approximately 25% of all water used for municipal and industrial 
purposes throughout the state of California. 
2. Do investor-owned water companies support the increased use of reclaimed 
water in their service areas in place of their existing potable water supplies? 
Yes, we certainly do. In fact, many water companies like California Water Service 
Company, Park Water Company, California-American Water Company, and my 
company, San Gabriel Valley Water Company, already are providing reclaimed water 
in our respective service areas. 
Whenever a customer begins receiving reclaimed water from a water company, 
that customer benefits as does the water company and its remaining customers. First, 
the customer who switches normally receives a discount from prevailing water rates, 
often between a 15%-25% reduction; second, the water company's revenue base is not 
undermined; and third, and significantly, the remaining customers benefit because less 
demand is placed on the water company's drinking water supplies, thus enhancing the 
reliability of existing supplies. 
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· 3. Why would. an investor-owned water company be concerned if a sanitation 
district or q~her agency furnishes reclaimed water directly to the water 
company's customers? 
. This is an issue that water companies are profoundly concerned about. The 
primary concern arises from the fact that the water company's substantial investment in 
water system infrastructure dedicated to providing service wi~l be partly or entirely 
stranded (i.e., rendered useless or reduced in value). Even though that infrastructure 
will still serve remaining customers, fewer customers will be left to bear the fixed costs 
such as capital costs and operation and maintenance expenses which continue 
nonetheless and the company is left with an asset that is diminished in value. 
This Committee needs to understand that water companies are required by law 
to design, construct, and maintain their water systems to provide for mandated fire flow 
capacity for the protection of the public health and safety, in addition to delivering water 
to their customers on demand. Moreover, because of the stringent requirements of the 
Safe Drinking Water Act, water companies have invested and will in the future invest 
hundreds of millions of dollars in sophisticated water treatment facilities to assure that 
all water meets state and federal drinking water standards. 
When sanitation agencies bypass water companies and serve reclaimed water 
directly to a few large users, the water companies are deprived of the revenues from 
those customers and their facilities are rendered less useful and less valuable. But they 
are still left with the formidable (and costly) responsibility of providing water for public 
fire protection to the community, even to those customers that are "cherry-picked" by the 
sanitation agencies who themselves do not provide public fire protection and expressly 
disclaim any duty to do so. 
4. Is the Service Duplication Law an obstacle to converting large water users like 
parks, golf courses, and cemeteries to reclaimed water? 
The Service Duplication Law, Public Utilities Code Section 1501-1506, is not an 
obstacle to increased use of reclaimed water throughout the water companies' service 
areas. 
Simply stated, the Service Duplication Law is a remedy which allows a water 
company (or a water district or municipal water agency, for that matter) to be 
compensated whenever its water system facilities are made inoperative, reduced in 
value, or rendered useless because a political subdivision, such as a sanitation agency, 
provides water service to any part of the water company's service area. In a recent Los 
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Angeles Superior Court case involving San Gabriel Valley Water Company and the Los 
Angeles County Sanitation Districts, the Court ruled in a judgment which is now final 
that the Sanitation Districts' service of reclaimed water to two commercial nurseries and 
a large landfill in the company's service area was actionable under the Service 
Duplication Law and that the Districts are required to compensate the company for 
damages caused by the Sanitation Districts' invasion of the water company's service 
area. 
In that case, had the Sanitation Districts chosen to cooperate and provide 
wholesale reclaimed water to San Gabriel instead of bypassing the water company's 
system and cherry-picking its customers, the water company would have been the 
retailer from the outset, the same amount of reclaimed water would have been put to 
beneficial use, and costly and time-consuming litigation could have been averted. As 
it turns outs, the Sanitation Districts turned the nurseries back over to the water 
company but still plan to take over service to the landfill. 
As I stated previously, water companies must design, construct, and maintain 
their systems to provide water for fire protection and other public health, safety, and 
sanitary purposes. In adopting the Service Duplication Law, the Legislature stated that 
it: 
" .. .finds and declares that it is necessary for the public health,.safety, and 
welfare that privately owned public utilities regulated by the state be 
compensated for damages that they may suffer by reason of political 
subdivisions extending their facilities into the service areas of such 
privately owned public utilities." 
The well-conceived policies embraced within the Service Duplication Law make 
it clear the Legislature intended that water companies be the purveyors of all water 
service within their service areas, including reclaimed water. The legislative policies in 
the Service Duplication Law are and should remain in harmony with the statewide 
policy of encouraging the fullest possible use of reclaimed water, and existing retail 
purveyors should be the purveyors of that reclaimed water. 
5. Can investor-owned water companies provide the necessary economic 
incentives to encourage those customers to convert to reclaimed water? Page 102 
Yes. Water companies typically provide reclaimed water service at discounts 
ranging from 15-25% less than their prevailing general metered rates. In some instances 
3 
the discounts are even greater. For example, San Gabriel Valley Water Company 
presently sells reclaimed water to two commercial nurseries in its service area at a 
discount of over 45% from the company's general metered rates. This is because the 
price San Gabriel pays for the reclaimed water is nearly half what it pays for other water 
supplies. That savings is passed directly through to the reclaimed water customers. 
Elsewhere, the .C.entral and West Basin Municipal Water District provides reclaimed 
water to retail water purveyors in the area at a price lower than treated imported water 
from the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California. Again, that discount flows 
through to the reclaimed water customers. The California Public Utilities Commission 
has cooperated by -approving tariffs and service agreements which allow water 
companies to pass through to the user the lower price of reclaimed water charged by 
sanitation agencies and regional wholesale distributors like the Central and West Basin 
Municipal Water District. 
6. What legislative changes are needed to assure that investor-owned water 
companies furnish reclaimed water and actively promote its use in their service 
areas? 
I see no need whatsoever to limit the remedies available under the Service 
Duplication Law because they do not hinder the use of reclaimed water. If anything, 
those remedies could be strengthened to prohibit sanitation districts or other public 
agencies from retailing reclaimed water in a water company's service area. As for 
legislative action mandating the form of wholesale agreements, it is my experience that 
water companies and other water purveyors and wastewater reclamation agencies can 
and do negotiate in good faith and have achieved workable reclaimed water supply 
agreements that are already in effect with almost all of the large water companies in 
California. I see no compelling need to alter the Service Duplication Law or any other 
statutes affecting investor-owned water companies' abilities to continue providing 
reclaimed water: .and expanding its use throughout their service areas to additional 
customers who are able to use reclaimed water. 
7. Does that conclude your testimony? 
Yes, it does. 
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Testimony of 
Robert J. Reeb, State Legislative Director 
Association of California Water Agencies 
before the 
Assembly Local Government Committee 
Honorable Richard Rainey, Chairman 
"Toward a Drought-Proof California: 
Eliminating Barriers to the Use of Recycled Water" 
"What Should Be Done Legislatively?• 
November 14, 1995 
Sacramento, California 
The Association of California Water Agencies appreciates the 
opportunity to share its thoughts on AB 125 and the legislative process. 
The Committee has heard testimony today about constraints to fully 
implementing potential water recycling options. These include: 
• The distance between recycling plants and sites for potential 
applications of recycled water, particularly as nearby 
agricultural land is displaced by urban development; 
• The relatively high mineral content of wastewater, especially 
where initial raw water supplies are relatively high in total 
dissolved solids or sewage is contaminated by the infiltration 
. of saline groundwater as it is transported from its source to 
r 
wastewater treatment plants; 
• The acceptance by the public, industrial users of 
groundwater, and health authorities; 
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• The strength and diversity of regional economies, the cost of energy, 
and the availability of public ~ollars for funding of new water recycling 
plants; 
• The imposition of regulatory requirements on a case-by-case basis, 
including individual regional water quality control boards, the 
Department of Health Services, and other governmental approvals 
required to implement new projects; and 
• The disposal of water recycling by-products, most notably salt 
disposal. 
AB 125 is a vehicle to provide statutory solutions to those institutional and 
regulatory barriers that can be addressed through the legislative process. 
ACWA signals its willingness today to work with the chairman and other 
interested parties to identify barriers to progress and work toward solutions. The 
Association members are strongly supportive of increasing the use of recycled 
water in California. 
In signaling a willingness to solve problems where they exist, I would be remiss 
without saying that the financial integrity of local water districts must be 
protected and we view the Service Duplication Act as the appropriate measure 
to provide that protection. A water recycler that seeks to market their product 
directly to existing customers of a retail water district could undermine the 
district's revenue base and, in the worse case scenario, threaten the district's 
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creditworthiness and the security of any bonds issued to finance district facilities. 
The Association is open to improvements in the Act where necessary to 
encourage the use of recycled water. For example, the chairman may consider 
the establishment of criteria for the calculation of compensation for the 
duplication and/or takeover of service. 
AB 125 also could codify the provisions of State Water Resources Control Board 
Order No. 84-7. That order, related to an issue in the San Diego region, 
requires waste discharge permit applicants proposing a discharge of once-used 
water into the ocean to evaluate the feasibility of recycling wastewater. 
Discharge permits come up for renewal every 5 years and it's my understanding 
that not all regional boards follow the order in their permitting programs. The 
codification of the State Board order could enhance recycling opportunities. 
The coordination of local planning efforts could also be addressed in AB 125. 
For example, the Legislature amended the Urban Water Management Planning 
Act this year (SB 1011, Chapter 854, Statutes of 1995) to require water agencies 
to include information on recycled water and its potential for use as a water 
source in the service area of the urban water supplier. Plan preparation must be 
coordinated with local water, wastewater and planning agencies. The plan must 
optimize the use of recycled water and facilitate the installation of dual 
distribution systems and promote recirculating uses. Imposing a similar 
requirement on sanitary and sanitation districts would provide the means to Page 107 
integrate local water recycling planning efforts. Long range planning at some 
point will involve engineering and economic feasibility studies to identify needed 
system improvements sized to meet future system demands. Therefore, 
coordination between recyclers and water purveyors would be desirable. A lack 
of coordination and cooperation leads to missed opportunity and unnecessary 
expense, project delays, or worse, litigation. In most cases, we are talking about 
two public agencies and the expenditure of taxpayer dollars. The public 
deserves no less than complete coordination and cooperation between local 
agencies. 
Finally, although AB 125 may not be the appropriate vehicle, ACWA supports 
State General Obligation Bond issuance to provide low-interest loans for the 
design and construction of new recycling facilities. Loans issued at one-half the 
interest rate the State incurs could increase the use of recycled water. Enabling 
legislation should provide a streamlined State Water Resources Control Board 
review of proposed projects and/or limits such review to the willingness and 
ability of local agencies to repay loan proceeds. Otherwise, a burdensome loan 
approval process would be a disincentive to participate in the state program. 
Thank you. 
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November 14,1995 
On behalf of the Contra Costa Water District I very much appreciate the opportunity 
to appear before the Assembly Committee on Local Government and share with the panel 
views of the District based on its very positive experience in working to promote the use of 
recycled water. 
Contra Costa Water District. serving 400,000 people in and immediately adjacent to 
California's greatest water resource, the Delta, nonetheless has been an early and active 
advocate for the development and use of recycled water. More than 20 years ago, the 
District pioneered recycled water in Contra Costa County, when, with the Central Contra 
Costa Sanitary District. it constructed an innovative and creative water recycling plant. That 
plant was an important milestone in development of recycled water and served a valuable 
purpose in fostering the use of this resource. At the present time, the District is in the 
midst of developing its 50-year Future Water Supply Study, which is designed to assure 
that it will be able to serve all of its customers efficiently in the next half-century. Although 
that plan is not yet completed, it is examining alternatives for up to 30,000 acre feet per year 
of recycled water to meet part of the District's needs in the next 50 years. 
With regard to the specific focus of this hearing and AB 125, the District has 
relevant information to present. The issue of "Eliminating Barriers to the Use of Recycled 
Water" is precisely the subject addressed by the Contra Costa Water District and Central 
Contra Costa Sanitary District in the past two years. Without any external mandate, other 
than the common belief that development of recycled water is wise and beneficial for the 
communities they serve, the two districts have negotiated two landmark agreements that will 
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enable the development of a recycled water system in Central Contra Costa. County that 
could yield more than 1,000 acre feet of supply a year. 
The two-step process began with development of a general agreement for recycled 
water between the two agencies, based on a principles of agreement negotiated by them. 
This agreement grants water purveyorship rights to the sanitary district through a master 
contract which provides a framework for evaluation of the costs and impacts on both the 
agencies and on customers, addresses such issues as emergency backup supply, providing 
services from the water agency such as billing and meter reading. 
The central feature of this agreement is the development of a business plan which 
provides the sufficient, accurate technical and financial information to allow both entities to 
evaluate the proposal and come to their own judgments about whether they can participate 
in it. Under the terms of this agreement between the two districts, the required development 
of a business plan is an important step forward in removing the uncertainty over such a 
proposal and allowing each agency to confidently make sound decisions about 
participating in a project It provides a workable process for public agencies to identify 
potential recycled water projects. analyze their benefits and effects, and develop the 
information necessary to determine whether they can participate. It demonstrates the ability 
of two public agencies to work together, efficiently and effectively, for the common good. 
Contra Costa Water District believes this agreement can serve as a model for public 
agencies in other areas of California. 
The general agreement is the broad, long-term framework for cooperative work 
between the two agencies. Its ultimate value comes in the development of a project specific 
agreement, as called for in the general agreement I am pleased to advise this committee 
that the Central Contra Costa Sanitary District and the Contra Costa Water District have 
just completed a project specific agreement for the frrst major recycled water project in this 
county. The proposed project will be developed by Central Contra Costa Sanitary District, 
but the Contra Costa Water District retains the right to participate in it at a future date if it 
has the resources to do so. As part of that agreement, Contra Costa Water District 
voluntarily gives to Central Contra Costa Sanitary District the right to purvey non-potable 
water within its service area. 
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This approach is simple, practical and as this District can testify, it does work. The 
Contra Costa Water District recommends that the committee consider incorporating the 
business plan structure as a central feature of AB 125. With this approach, the District 
believes that the development of recycled water projects can be facilitated in California and 
demonstrate to the public the ability of public agencies to work together in developing this 
resource. 
Thank you for the opportunity to speak on this important subject. The Contra Costa 
Water District is eager to work with you in developing a measure that will facilitate the 
development of recycled water in California. 
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